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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This Transportation Technical Report (TTR) documents the analysis of transportation resources that would potentially be
impacted by the South Capitol Street Project (the Project). This report provides supporting documentation for the decisions
and conclusions made in the South Capitol Street Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Statement (SFEIS) and the South
Capitol Street Interchange Modification Report (IMR).

The South Capitol Street Project would transform the existing South Capitol Street corridor into a grand urban boulevard.
Figure ES-1 illustrates the South Capitol Street corridor.

FIGURE ES-1: SOUTH CAPITOL STREET CORRIDOR STUDY AREA

The Project includes several transportation improvements. The existing Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge would be
replaced.  Two traffic  ovals  on  either  side  of  the  new bridge  would  be  built.  Grade  separations  along  South  Capitol  Street
would be replaced with at-grade intersections. Modifications would be made to the interchange of I-395, I-695, and South
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Capitol Street and to the interchange of I-295 and Suitland Parkway. A new interchange would be constructed connecting
Suitland Parkway with Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue. Numerous improvements to streetscapes, pedestrian facilities, and
bicycle facilities would also be provided.

The concept of transforming the South Capitol Street corridor originated in the South Capitol Gateway and Corridor
Improvement Study (DDOT 2003). Following this study, the District Department of Transportation (DDOT) in cooperation
with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) released a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) in 2008. The DEIS
documented the impacts for two Build alternatives (Build Alternatives 1 and 2) for the corridor. DDOT and FHWA released a
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) in 2011. The FEIS identified a Preferred Alternative (FEIS Preferred Alternative)
that included refinements to Build Alternative 2 from the DEIS. The refinements were based on agency and public comments
received on the DEIS during public hearings. Figure ES-2 illustrates the features of the 2011 FEIS Preferred Alternative.

FIGURE ES-2: 2011 FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Since  the  approval  of  the  2011  FEIS,  several  design  changes  to  the  FEIS  Preferred  Alternative  were  studied.  These  design
refinements led DDOT and FHWA to prepare a Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Statement (SFEIS) in 2014. The
SFEIS documents potential changes in environmental impacts as a result of the design refinements made since the 2011
FEIS. These design refinements are included as the new 2014 SFEIS Revised Preferred Alternative (Revised Preferred
Alternative). Figure ES-3 illustrates the features of the 2014 Revised Preferred Alternative.

This TTR updates traffic and transportation analyses that were originally conducted to support the 2008 DEIS and 2011 FEIS.
The  primary  purpose  of  this  report  is  to  summarize  differences  in  impacts  to  transportation  resources  between  the  2011
FEIS Preferred Alternative and the 2014 SFEIS Revised Preferred Alternative. It also provides more detailed traffic
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operational results to support the justification for modifying interstate access at the interchange of I-295 and Suitland
Parkway and the interchange of I-395, I-695, and South Capitol Street.

FIGURE ES-3: 2014 SFEIS REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The remainder of this Executive Summary includes:

A review of changes in the transportation analysis made since the 2011 FEIS.

A summary of the major differences between the 2011 FEIS Preferred Alternative and the 2014 SFEIS Revised Preferred
Alternative.

A comparison of the impacts to transportation resources as a result of the No Build Alternative, 2011 FEIS Preferred
Alternative, and the 2014 SFEIS Revised Preferred Alternative.

CHANGES IN TRANSPORTATION ANALYSIS

A Traffic and Transportation Technical Report was prepared in October 2007 to support the decisions and conclusions made
in the 2008 DEIS. Additional traffic analyses were performed to support the 2011 FEIS. Additional traffic analyses were also
conducted since the 2011 FEIS to prepare a draft IMR for the Project and to support the design refinements included in the
2014  SFEIS  Revised  Preferred  Alternative.  This  TTR  documents  the  results  of  work  performed  since  the  2007  Traffic  and
Transportation Technical Report. Many elements of the original transportation analysis have been updated in order to take
advantage of more recent traffic counts, more recent updates to the regional travel demand model, and more
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comprehensive traffic operational analysis tools. This TTR also considers a larger study area than the 2007 report in order to
meet DDOT requirements for transportation analyses that support IMR.

The following has been updated since the 2007 Traffic and Transportation Technical Report:

Revised Year of Existing Conditions from 2005 to 2010

The Traffic and Transportation Technical Report prepared in October 2007 used traffic counts from 2005. More recent
traffic counts in 2008 and 2009 were collected and factored to produce a revised base year traffic estimate for 2010.
Some of these changes were discussed in the 2011 FEIS. Pedestrian counts and transit usage have also been updated to
reflect conditions in 2010.

Revised Travel Demand Forecasts

Traffic  forecasts  for  the  2008  DEIS  were  based  on  an  older  version  of  the  adopted  travel  demand  model  for  the
Washington, DC, region. The horizon year for the original analysis was 2030. This TTR updates the horizon year to 2040
and the opening year to 2020. Forecasts utilize Version 2.2 of the MWCOG/TPB Travel Forecasting Model with Round
8.0 land-use forecasts.

Revised Analysis Tools

Synchro and CORSIM were used for the 2008 DEIS to evaluate traffic operations. The 2011 FEIS evaluated impacts using
Synchro and VISSIM. Since the original analyses were conducted, DDOT released a policy for reviewing and approving
changes to access on the interstate and freeway system within the District (DDOT 2010). This policy requires the use of
micro-simulation in congested corridors for evaluating traffic operations. This TTR updates the evaluation of
intersection, arterial, and freeway operations using VISSIM.

Expanded Study Area

The transportation analyses conducted for the 2008 DEIS and 2011 FEIS considered a smaller study area with the intent
that additional traffic operational studies would occur later to support the modifications to freeway access included in
the Project. This TTR expands the study area so that the analyses can support both the evaluation of impacts to
transportation  resources  for  the  SFEIS  and  the  consideration  of  FHWA  and  DDOT  policies  for  modifying  changes  to
interstate and freeway access in the IMR.

Analysis of Revised Preferred Alternative

The TTR also provides an analysis of the Revised Preferred Alternative and compares results of this alternative against
the 2011 FEIS Preferred Alternative and the No Build Alternative.

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE 2011 FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE AND THE 2014 SFEIS
REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Figures ES-2 and ES-3 shown previously illustrate the 2011 FEIS Preferred Alternative and 2014 Revised Preferred
Alternative. Table ES-1 summarizes the differences between the two alternatives.
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TABLE ES-1: MAJOR CHANGES IN THE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Improvement FEIS Preferred Alternative Revised Preferred Alternative

Frederick Douglass Memorial
Bridge

6 lane arched bascule bridge
Alignment skewed from existing
bridge

6 lane bridge, type to be determined
Alignment parallel to existing bridge

Intersection of South Capitol
Street, Q Street, and Potomac
Avenue

5 lane traffic oval 4 lane traffic oval

Intersection of South Capitol
Street, Suitland Parkway, and
Howard Road

5 lane traffic circle 4 lane traffic oval

Interchange of Suitland Parkway
and I-295

Modified diamond interchange
with 2 lane loop ramp from I-295
southbound to eastbound Suitland
Parkway

Same configuration with minor
changes in ramp and roadway
alignments

Proposed New Interchange
between Suitland Parkway and
Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue

Center ramp interchange allowing
all movements between Suitland
Parkway and Martin Luther King,
Jr. Avenue
Impacts existing historic bridge
structure

Diamond interchange allowing all
movements between Suitland Parkway
and Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue
Eliminates impact to historic bridge
structure

Interchange of South Capitol
Street, I-395, and I-695

Existing suspended on-ramp to
I-395 replaced with new ramp
connecting to at-grade intersection
with South Capitol Street
New ramp allows access from
northbound and southbound
South Capitol Street

Both existing suspended on-ramp to
I-395 and existing off-ramp from I-395
and I-695 replaced to provide more
spacing between interchange and
intersection of South Capitol Street
and I Street
Westbound I-695 restriped to improve
merge conditions at interchange

Intersection of South Capitol
Street and M Street

Existing grade separation replaced
with at-grade intersection.
Dual left turn lanes provided on
each direction of South Capitol
Street

Existing grade separation replaced
with at-grade intersection.
Footprint of intersection reduced to
shorten pedestrian crossing distances.
Dual left turn lanes in each direction of
South Capitol Street replaced with
single left turn lanes.

South Capitol Street between I
Street and M Street

Existing grade separations replaced
with at-grade signalized
intersections

Same as FEIS Preferred Alternative
plus additional left turns provided at K
Street and I Street

South Capitol Street between M
Street and P Street

Existing grade separations replaced
with at-grade signalized
intersections

Same as FEIS Preferred Alternative

New Jersey Avenue Streetscape Improved streetscape Same as FEIS Preferred Alternative



South Capitol Street

Transportation Technical Report

South Capitol Street ES-6

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

DESCRIPTION OF FUTURE CONDITIONS FOR THE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Future traffic conditions analysis utilized the latest Revised Preferred Alternative design of the South Capitol Street Project
and other planned projects in the study area, planned developments in the area (e.g., St. Elizabeths Campus), and growth
projections of the MWCOG region.

Latest socio-economic forecasts1 show that the DC area is projected to have 18 percent of the region's employment by year
2040, or nearly 1 million jobs. With a good public transportation system, the DC area is projected to generate only 5 percent
of the region's vehicle-miles of travel (VMT) and 7 percent of the region's vehicle-hours of travel (VHT) by year 2040.

The DC area is bounded by the Potomac River to the west and Anacostia River to the east. Consequently, highway routes in
and out of the DC area funnel through a limited number of bridge crossings, thus making these bridges as traffic flow pinch
points. Any modest improvement to these convergence points can have measurable benefits in reducing chronic traffic jams.
In many ways, the study area roadway network shows the potential of a "butterfly” or ripple effect - a small capacity change
in a non-linear system adding up to bigger savings indirectly for everyone.

The Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge across the Anacostia River is projected to have one of the worst volume-to-capacity
ratio in the DC area (3.33 during the PM peak period by year 2040) if no improvements are made to the bridge. This shows
that there is 233 percent unmet demands across this bridge crossing, even after the improvements at the 11th Street Bridge.
These unmet demands will be partially served by building the South Capitol Street Project improvements and the unmet
demands will reduce to 144 percent.

Travel demand analysis show that the South Capitol Street Project would improve mobility in the District of Columbia as the
transportation system can serve additional number of vehicle trips, while reducing VMT and VHT in both design year (2040)
and year of opening (2020).

The demand analyses also show that the South Capitol Street Project would reduce the whole region's daily VMT by over
700,000 vehicle-miles and daily VHT by over 200,000 vehicle-hours by year 2040. South Capitol Street, north of the river, will
accommodate 2-3 percent more trips in the design year during peak period and 19 percent more trips during off-peak period
due to the South Capitol Street Project. Suitland Parkway will accommodate 18-23 percent more trips in the design year
during peak period and 23 percent more trips during off-peak period due to the South Capitol Street Project. Overall, the
project area roadways will accommodate 3 percent more daily trips in year 2040 conditions due to the South Capitol Street
Project.

The modification at the I-295/Suitland Parkway interchange would significantly benefit the traffic operations along I-295
(Anacostia Freeway) between Suitland Parkway and the 11th Street Bridge, which currently operates at poor level of service
(in the northbound direction during AM peak hour and in the southbound direction during the PM peak hour) due to severe
weaving movements. Level of service (LOS) is defined as a qualitative measure describing the operational conditions within a
traffic stream and their perception by motorists. The LOS of a roadway or intersection falls into one of six categories, A
through F. LOS A represents the best operating condition and LOS F represents the worst condition. Under today’s traffic
conditions,  in  an  urban  area  such  as  the  District  of  Columbia,  a  facility  operating  at  or  better  than  LOS  D  is  considered
acceptable.  This  segment  would  operate  at  LOS  D  in  design  year  conditions  due  to  the  South  Capitol  Street  Project.  By
eliminating multiple weave segments of the I-295 corridor located between the Suitland Parkway loop ramps and between
the on- and off-ramps west of the 11th Street Bridge, the Suitland Parkway interchange modification is anticipated to
improve freeway traffic safety.

1
Round 8.0 Cooperative Forecasting: Employment Forecasts to 2040 By Traffic Analysis Zone, Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments,

Department of Community Planning and Services, Washington, D.C., December 2010
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The traffic operations comparison along I-395/I-695 did not show any consistent pattern of either improvement or
degradation due to the South Capitol Street Project. The differences observed between the future No Build and Build
conditions are more due to the changes in the underlying model assumptions related to routing decisions, high off-ramp and
on-ramp volumes entering and exiting a busy freeway corridor, and the randomness of the traffic simulation model. Because
of  high  traffic  volume  along  the  I-395  freeway,  the  flow  conditions  were  very  sensitive  to  small  changes  in  roadway
geometric assumptions such as the length of the acceleration and auxiliary lane. Consequently, it was difficult to perform a
meaningful comparative evaluation of future alternatives with VISSIM simulation runs.

VISSIM  simulation  of  the  traffic  ovals  (as  included  in  the  South  Capitol  Street  Preferred  Alternative  design)  showed  some
level of congestion due to additional signalized operations. However, through adequate signal coordination and optimized
timing, traffic operations improved to acceptable flow conditions. No gridlocks were observed through the ovals near
Potomac Avenue and north of the Suitland Parkway interchange.

The South Capitol Street intersection with M Street worsened in the Build condition due to the at-grade intersection design.
The spillover effect also made the N Street intersection worse than the No Build.

The Project would enhance the urban environment of the South Capitol Street, making the street more multimodal and
pedestrian friendly. The Project would make the area more livable and serve as a catalyst for mixed-use redevelopments.
The Project would also fulfill the original vision for this corridor to serve as a gateway to the Nation’s Capitol.

COMPARISON OF NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE, 2011 FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE, AND

2014 REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The improvements in the 2011 FEIS Preferred Alternative and the 2014 Revised Preferred Alternative would affect traffic
operations on several different arterial and freeway corridors. This section summarizes changes in traffic operations for the
following major corridors affected by the Project:

South Capitol Street and Suitland Parkway Corridor

Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue Corridor

I-295 Corridor

I-695 / I-395 (SE/SW Freeway) Corridor

For each corridor, the major elements of the Build alternatives that would affect operations in the corridor are identified.
Traffic operational results for the corridor are then summarized for the No Build Alternative, FEIS Preferred Alternative, and
Revised Preferred Alternative.

SOUTH CAPITOL STREET AND SUITLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR

The FEIS Preferred Alternative and the Revised Preferred Alternative would include significant changes to the transportation
facilities along the South Capitol Street and Suitland Parkway corridor. The improvements would transform the corridor into
a grand urban boulevard. Major changes along this corridor found in both the FEIS Preferred Alternative and the Revised
Preferred Alternative that would affect traffic operations include:

New ramp terminal intersection configuration at the interchange of I-395, I-695, and South Capitol Street.
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Removal of the grade-separated through movement along South Capitol Street between N Street and K Street.
At-grade, signalized intersections would be built along this portion of the corridor.

Replacement of the existing 5-lane Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge (3 lanes northbound / 2 lanes southbound)
with a 6-lane bridge (3 lanes northbound / 3 lanes southbound).

Replacement of the South Capitol Street and Potomac Avenue intersection with a signalized traffic oval.

Replacement of the ramps connecting South Capitol Street, Suitland Parkway, and Howard Road with a signalized
traffic circle in the FEIS Preferred Alternative and a signalized traffic oval in the Revised Preferred Alternative.

Replacement of the existing partial cloverleaf interchange at I-295 and Suitland Parkway with a modified diamond
interchange.

Construction of a new interchange at Suitland Parkway and Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue.

Currently, South Capitol Street and Suitland Parkway experience heavy congestion during the peak hours. The roadways
serve both commuter and local traffic. The existing configuration of both roadways include many features to accommodate
commuter traffic – grade-separated interchanges on South Capitol Street; freeway-like ramps connecting South Capitol
Street, Suitland Parkway, and Howard Road; and cloverleaf ramps at the I-295 and Suitland Parkway interchange. The
improvements found in both Build alternatives would change the character of both roadways so that they are more
compatible with an urban environment. The primary operational concern along this corridor is whether changing these
roadways to a more urban character would significantly degrade traffic operations. Traffic operational results indicate that
the improvements found in the Revised Preferred Alternative would not significantly degrade traffic operations along this
corridor. In some locations traffic operations would improve. Table 2 summarizes intersection level of service along the
South Capitol Street and Suitland Parkway corridor for the year 2040. Table 3 compares peak direction travel times along the
corridor for the year 2040.

TABLE ES-2: ESTIMATED 2040 INTERSECTION DELAY (SECONDS PER VEHICLE) AND LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS)
SOUTH CAPITOL STREET AND SUITLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR

No Build Alternative FEIS Preferred Alternative Revised Preferred Alternative

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Intersection Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS

South Capitol St and Canal St/ Washington Ave 27 C 31 C 25 C 20 B 50 D 29 C

South Capitol St and E St/ Washington Ave 21 C 51 D 20 C 143 F 24 C 73 E

South Capitol St and Virginia Ave 10 B 36 D 9 A 78 E 14 B 24 C

South Capitol St and I-395 Ramp 17 B 270 F 34 C 84 F 14 B 38 D

South Capitol St and I St 56 E 50 D 36 D 36 D 19 B 48 D

South Capitol St and K St 82 F 47 E 20 C 19 B 12 B 17 B

South Capitol St and L St 373 F 10 B 20 C 29 C 16 B 24 C

South Capitol St and M St 100 F 62 E 46 D 48 D 38 D 49 D

South Capitol St and N St 19 B 39 D 37 D 10 B 23 C 22 C

South Capitol St and O St 7 A 35 C 14 B 9 A 10 B 18 B

South Capitol St and P St 13 B 27 C 18 B 9 A 13 B 18 B

South Capitol St and Potomac Ave
(replaced with West Oval in Build Alternatives)

116 F 62 E - - - - - - - -
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TABLE ES-2: ESTIMATED 2040 INTERSECTION DELAY (SECONDS PER VEHICLE) AND LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS)
SOUTH CAPITOL STREET AND SUITLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR

No Build Alternative FEIS Preferred Alternative Revised Preferred Alternative

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Intersection Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS

West Oval - - - - 106 F 70 E 33 C 35 D

South Capitol St and Suitland Pkwy/ Howard Rd
(replaced with East Oval in Build Alternatives) 259 F 26 C - - - - - - - -

East Oval - - - - 142 F 71 E 40 D 65 E

Suitland Pkwy and I-295 SB Ramps - - - - 60 E 22 C 18 B 69 E

Suitland Pkwy and I-295 NB Ramps - - - - 30 C 28 C 24 C 44 D

Suitland Pkwy and Firth Sterling Ave SE 86 F 168 F 42 D 40 D 52 D 36 D

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and Suitland
Pkwy Ramps - - - - 52 D 27 C 49 D 38 D

Suitland Pkwy and Stanton Rd SE 164 F 63 E 80 F 87 F 97 F 89 F

Number of Intersections Operating at LOS F 7 2 3 3 1 1

TABLE ES-3: ESTIMATED 2040 TRAVEL TIMES (MINUTES)
SOUTH CAPITOL STREET AND SUITLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR

No Build
FEIS Preferred

Alternative
Revised Preferred

Alternative
AM Peak Hour
From Intersection of Suitland Parkway and Stanton
Road to Intersection of South Capitol Street and M
Street

23 12 11

PM Peak Hour
From Intersection of South Capitol Street and M
Street to Intersection of Suitland Parkway and
Stanton Road

11 11 12

During the AM peak hour under the No Build Alternative, motorists heading inbound to Downtown Washington, DC, would
encounter failing LOS between the intersection of Suitland Parkway and Stanton Road and the intersection of South Capitol
Street and Potomac Avenue. Motorists would also experience failing LOS on South Capitol  Street between K Street and M
Street. The average travel time estimated for the No Build Alternative for traveling from the intersection of Suitland Parkway
and Stanton Road to the intersection of South Capitol Street and M Street is 23 minutes.

Both the FEIS Preferred Alternative and the Revised Preferred Alternative would improve operations at these locations.
Under the FEIS Preferred Alternative, only three intersections would operate at LOS F compared to seven intersections in the
No Build Alternative. Under the Revised Preferred Alternative, one intersection would operate at LOS F. Travel times also
improve. The travel time between the intersection of Suitland Parkway and Stanton Road and the intersection of South
Capitol Street and M Street would improve by more than 50 percent in both the FEIS Preferred Alternative and the Revised
Preferred Alternative.
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During the PM peak hour, traffic operations along the South Capitol Street and Suitland Parkway corridor are expected to be
similar between the alternatives. Under the No Build Alternative, two intersections would operate at LOS F in the PM Peak
hour in the year 2040. The travel time between the intersection of South Capitol Street and M Street and the intersection of
Suitland Parkway and Stanton Road is estimated at 11 minutes. The FEIS Preferred Alternative increases the number of
intersections operating at LOS F to three. Travel time would be the same as the No Build Alternative. The Revised Preferred
Alternative reduces the number of intersections operating at LOS F to one. Travel time increases to 12 minutes for the route
between the intersection of South Capitol Street and M Street and the intersection of Suitland Parkway and Stanton Road.

Overall, results indicate that the Build alternatives improve operations during the AM peak hour when compared to the No
Build Alternative. The Revised Preferred Alternative operates better than the FEIS Preferred Alternative during the AM peak
hour in this corridor. During the PM peak hour, traffic operations under the Build alternatives do not degrade significantly
when  compared  to  the  No  Build  Alternative.  Both  the  FEIS  Preferred  Alternative  and  the  Revised  Preferred  Alternative
operate similarly in the PM peak hour.

MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. AVENUE CORRIDOR

One improvement found in both the FEIS Preferred Alternative and the Revised Preferred Alternative would affect traffic
operations along the Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue corridor. This improvement is the construction of a new interchange at
Suitland Parkway and Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue.

Currently, several intersections along the Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue operate at poor LOS, particularly the intersection of
Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue and Howard Road. Commuter traffic and local traffic mix at intersections along Martin Luther
King, Jr. Avenue in order to access I-295. Both Build alternatives include improvements that would better separate local and
commuter traffic accessing I-295. The primary operational concern along this corridor is whether the improvements in the
Build alternatives would address separation of local and commuter traffic and provide improved traffic operations along
Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue. Table ES-4 summarizes intersection LOS along this corridor. Table ES-5 summarizes average
speed along the corridor.

TABLE ES-4: ESTIMATED 2040 INTERSECTION DELAY (SECONDS PER VEHICLE) AND LOS
MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. AVENUE CORRIDOR

No Build Alternative FEIS Preferred Alternative Revised Preferred Alternative

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Intersection Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and Gate 1 West
Campus/ UCC Visitor East

40 D 35 D 60 E 23 C 10 A 20 C

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and Sumner Rd
SE/ Stanton Rd SE

107 F 107 F 129 F 41 D 58 E 37 D

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and Suitland
Pkwy Ramps

- - - - 52 D 27 C 49 D 38 D

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and Howard Rd
SE

74 E 103 F 36 D 64 E 40 D 39 D

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and Talbert St SE 26 C 38 D 39 D 66 E 14 B 25 C

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and Morris Rd SE/
Chicago St SE

41 D 33 C 56 E 69 E 35 D 34 C

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and Pleasant St
SE/ Maple View Pl SE

42 E 94 F 56 F 262 F 27 D 179 F

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and W St SE 15 B 57 E 65 E 165 F 14 B 94 F



South Capitol Street

Transportation Technical Report

South Capitol Street ES-11

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TABLE ES-4: ESTIMATED 2040 INTERSECTION DELAY (SECONDS PER VEHICLE) AND LOS
MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. AVENUE CORRIDOR

No Build Alternative FEIS Preferred Alternative Revised Preferred Alternative

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Intersection Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and U St SE 28 C 41 D - - - - 43 D 111 F

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and Good Hope
Rd SE

64 E 75 E 136 F 110 F 56 E 79 E

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and I-295 NB
Ramps

59 E 125 F 123 F 73 E 57 E 112 F

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and I-295 SB
Ramp

8 A 92 F 53 D 128 F 3 A 76 E

Howard Rd SE and Anacostia Metro Parking
Garage

8 A 29 C 6 A 25 C 6 A 19 B

Howard Rd SE and Firth Sterling Ave SE 25 C 38 D 38 D 77 E 30 C 83 F

Howard Rd SE and Anacostia Metro Station 36 D 37 D 13 B 90 F 14 B 46 D

Number of Intersections Operating at LOS F 1 5 4 5 0 5

TABLE ES-5: ESTIMATED 2040 ARTERIAL SPEED (MILES PER HOUR)
MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. AVENUE CORRIDOR

No Build
FEIS Preferred

Alternative
Revised Preferred

Alternative

AM Peak Hour
Northbound Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue

8 6 10

AM Peak Hour
Southbound Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue

13 14 13

PM Peak Hour
Northbound Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue

8 6 7

PM Peak Hour
Southbound Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue

11 9 12

Results indicate that the Revised Preferred Alternative would not significantly degrade traffic operations along Martin Luther
King, Jr.  Avenue when compared to either the No Build Alternative or the FEIS Preferred Alternative. In some cases, traffic
operations would improve.

Under the No Build Alternative, traffic along Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue would operate at low speeds – between 8 and 13
miles per hour depending on direction and peak hour. Several intersections would operate at LOS F,  particularly in the PM
peak  hour  where  five  intersections  would  operate  at  LOS  F.  The  Revised  Preferred  Alternative  would  not  significantly
degrade traffic operations. Changes in average speed would be minimal. Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue would still operate
at low speeds under the Revised Preferred Alternative – between 7 and 13 miles per hour. The number of intersections
operating at LOS F would also be similar. During the AM peak hour, there would be no intersections operating at LOS F.
During the PM peak hour, five intersections would operate at LOS F. Results for the Revised Preferred Alternative are similar
to  the  FEIS  Preferred  Alternative  and in  some cases  slightly  better.  Speeds  along  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.  Avenue would  be
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between  6  and  14  miles  per  hour.  The  number  of  intersections  operating  at  LOS  F  would  be  higher  in  the  FEIS  Preferred
Alternative than in the Revised Preferred Alternative.

I-295 CORRIDOR

Two improvements found in both the FEIS Preferred Alternative and the Revised Preferred Alternative would affect traffic
operations along the I-295 corridor. These improvements are:

Replacement of the ramps connecting South Capitol Street, Suitland Parkway, and Howard Road with a signalized
traffic circle in the FEIS Preferred Alternative and a signalized traffic oval in the Revised Preferred Alternative.

Replacement of the existing partial cloverleaf interchange at I-295 and Suitland Parkway with a modified diamond
interchange.

Currently, queues from the existing Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge extend far enough along Suitland Parkway to impact
the interchange of I-295 and Suitland Parkway. Queues impact the I-295 mainline, particularly northbound I-295 during the
AM peak hour. Both Build alternatives would introduce additional signalized intersections along Suitland Parkway and South
Capitol Street. The primary operational concern along this corridor is whether these improvements would significantly
degrade traffic operations resulting in worse impacts to the I-295 mainline. Table ES-6 compares traffic operational results
between the No Build Alternatives, FEIS Preferred Alternative, and the Revised Preferred Alternative for I-295.

TABLE ES-6: ESTIMATED 2040 AVERAGE FREEWAY SEGMENT SPEED (MILES PER HOUR) AND AVERAGE SEGMENT DENSITY
(VEHICLES PER MILE PER LANE)

I-295 CORRIDOR

No Build FEIS Preferred Alternative Revised Preferred Alternative
Average
Segment

Speed

Average
Segment
Density

Average
Segment

Speed

Average
Segment
Density

Average
Segment

Speed

Average
Segment
Density

AM Peak Hour
Northbound I-295

28 57 36 33 46 30

AM Peak Hour
Southbound I-295

49 16 46 18 49 17

PM Peak Hour
Northbound I-295

42 26 46 29 42 25

PM Peak Hour
Southbound I-295

35 38 42 27 24 62

Under the No Build Alternative, I-295 would operate at low speeds and high densities in the peak directions. During the AM
peak hour, the peak direction on I-295 is northbound. Average segment speed in the No Build Alternative would be 28 miles
per hour. During the PM peak hour, the peak direction on I-295 is southbound. Average segment speed would be 35 miles
per hour under the No Build Alternative for this direction.

The FEIS Preferred Alternative would improve speeds along I-295. Densities would also improve or stay at levels comparable
to  the  No  Build  Alternative.  Under  the  Revised  Preferred  Alternative,  traffic  operations  would  improve  except  for
southbound I-295 during the PM peak hour. Speed would be lower and densities would be higher on southbound I-295
during the PM peak hour when compared to the No Build Alternative and the FEIS Preferred Alternative.
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The worse operations along I-295 southbound during the PM peak hour under the Revised Preferred Alternative is a result of
higher freeway demand served. Table ES-7 compares the amount of freeway traffic demand served between the
alternatives.

TABLE ES-7: ESTIMATED PERCENT OF 2040 FREEWAY DEMAND SERVED
SOUTHBOUND I-295 PM PEAK HOUR

No Build FEIS Preferred Alternative
Revised Preferred

Alternative
PM Peak Hour
Southbound I-295

75% 73% 85%

The Revised Preferred Alternative is able to accommodate a higher share of the estimated demand for the facility than both
the  No  Build  Alternative  and  the  FEIS  Preferred  Alternative.  This  is  an  indication  of  better  performance  on  the  arterials
feeding into southbound I-295. For instance, as discussed previously, traffic operations on South Capitol Street and Suitland
Parkway improve in the PM peak hour in the Revised Preferred Alternative when compared to the No Build Alternative. This
results  in  more  demand  reaching  I-295  southbound  from  South  Capitol  Street.  This  also  results  in  the  higher  freeway
demand served on I-295 southbound but also the lower speeds and higher densities.

I-695/I-395 (SE/SW FREEWAY) CORRIDOR

Traffic operations along the I-695 and I-395 corridor would be affected by the following improvements in both the FEIS
Preferred Alternative and the Revised Preferred Alternative:

New ramp terminal intersection configuration at the interchange of I-395, I-695, and South Capitol Street.

Removal of the grade-separated through movement along South Capitol Street between N Street and K Street.
At-grade, signalized intersections would be built along this portion of the corridor.

Currently,  both  I-695  and  I-395  are  congested  during  peak  hours.  The  queue  from  the  existing  off-ramp  from  I-695  to
southbound South Capitol Street extends into the freeway mainline. The queue from the on-ramp to I-395 from northbound
South Capitol Street currently extends into the upstream intersections of South Capitol Street. The primary operational
concern for this corridor is whether the proposed improvements would improve these conditions, maintain these
conditions, or significantly degrade them. Table ES-8 compares traffic operational results between the No Build Alternative,
FEIS Preferred Alternative, and the Revised Preferred Alternative for I-395 and I-695.
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TABLE ES-8: ESTIMATED 2040 AVERAGE FREEWAY SEGMENT SPEED (MILES PER HOUR) AND AVERAGE SEGMENT DENSITY
(VEHICLES PER MILE PER LANE)

I-395/I-695 CORRIDOR

No Build FEIS Preferred Alternative
Revised Preferred

Alternative
Average
Segment

Speed

Average
Segment
Density

Average
Segment

Speed

Average
Segment
Density

Average
Segment

Speed

Average
Segment
Density

AM Peak Hour
Eastbound I-395 /
I-695

46 26 34 37 47 24

AM Peak Hour
Westbound I-695 /
I-395

48 24 35 32 45 29

PM Peak Hour
Eastbound I-395 /
I-695

26 68 23 71 34 51

PM Peak Hour
Westbound I-695 /
I-395

37 26 36 32 48 21

Results indicate that the Revised Preferred Alternative would improve traffic operations on I-695 and I-395 during the PM
peak hour and maintain similar traffic operations during the AM peak hour. The Revised Preferred Alternative would also
operate better than the FEIS Preferred Alternative.

NETWORK PERFORMANCE COMPARISON

Table ES-9 summarizes network performance measures produced by the VISSIM simulation for all alternatives and
scenarios. These measures allow for a system-based comparison of the alternatives in terms of overall performance. Table
8-1 shows that in average, vehicles traveling through the project area would experience delays ranging from roughly 2 to 4
minutes. In all scenarios (2020 and 2030, AM and PM peak hours), the Revised Preferred Alternative performs best in its
class with average delays of roughly 2 minutes in 2020 and around 3 minutes in 2040.

TABLE ES-9: SUMMARY OF NETWORK PERFORMANCE MEASURES

Measure of Performance

2020 AM Peak Hour 2020 PM Peak Hour

No
Build

FEIS
Preferred

Alternative

Revised
Preferred

Alternative
No

Build

FEIS
Preferred

Alternative

Revised
Preferred

Alternative
Average Delay Time per Vehicle [s] 154 210 117 201 238 186

Average Speed [mph] 20 16 22 16 15 18
Number of Vehicles that used the network

in the peak hour 45,691 41,686 49,245 46,915 45,930 52,161
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TABLE ES-9: SUMMARY OF NETWORK PERFORMANCE MEASURES

 Measure of Performance

2040 AM Peak Hour 2040 PM Peak Hour

No
Build

FEIS
Preferred

Alternative

Revised
Preferred

Alternative
No

Build

FEIS
Preferred

Alternative

Revised
Preferred

Alternative
Average Delay Time per Vehicle [s] 214 232 112 224 268 200

Average Speed [mph] 16 15 23 15 14 17
Number of Vehicles that used the network

in the peak hour 44,902 44,326 50,047 47,989 47,815 54,031

Similarly,  Table  ES-9  shows  the  comparison  of  average  speed  in  the  network.  As  shown,  average  speed  for  all  vehicles
traveling on the roadway network ranges from 14 mph to 23 mph. As was the case with average delay, the Revised Preferred
Alternative perform best in terms of speeds showing the highest average operating speed in its class. The third performance
indicator, Number of Vehicles that used the network in the peak hour, measures the amount of demand that the roadway
system is able to process during the simulated peak hour. As shown in Table ES-9, between 41,700 to 54,000 vehicles per
hour used the network. The Revised Preferred Alternative is able to process significantly more vehicles than any of the other
alternatives. In all scenarios, this alternative is able to process at least 10 percent more demand than the No Build and the
FEIS Preferred Alternative. In one case (2020 AM peak hour), the Revised Preferred Alternative processes 18 percent more
demand than the FEIS Preferred Alternative. The results summarized by these indicators clearly show the improvements in
the overall operation of the roadway network achieved by the Revised Preferred Alternative in comparison with the No Build
and with the FEIS Preferred Alternative.

CONCLUSIONS

In addition to the above comparisons, Table ES-10 and Table ES-11 also compare the impacts based on the main measures of
effectiveness (MOE) between the Revised Preferred Alternative and the No Build Alternative and between the Revised
Preferred Alternative and the FEIS Preferred Alternative. In summary, the following conclusions can be made about the
Revised Preferred Alternative based on the traffic operational results provided in this TTR:

The design refinements to the FEIS Preferred Alternative that resulted in the Revised Preferred Alternative do not
significantly degrade traffic operations. The Revised Preferred Alternative either improves traffic operations when
compared to the FEIS Preferred Alternative or provides similar traffic operational results. There are a few exceptions to
this statement. One is at the intersection of South Capitol Street and M Street where the Revised Preferred Alternative
provides single left turn lanes for South Capitol southbound and northbound approaches in lieu of dual lefts for both
approaches  provided  in  the  FEIS  Preferred  Alternative.  Several  mitigation  options  are  provided  in  this  report  that
would help improve traffic operations at this location. Another exception is with regards to queues at intersection
approaches. Given the additional volume that the Revised Preferred Alternative carries in comparison with the other
alternatives and the reduction in capacity at the intersection of South Capitol Street and M Street, at several
intersections longer queues develop, which in some cases exceed the storage capacity at that particular approach.
However, in general, this does not affect the overall arterial speeds and levels of service.

Overall, both the FEIS Preferred Alternative and Revised Preferred Alternative do not significantly degrade traffic
operations when compared to the No Build Alternative. Furthermore, in many cases, the Revised Preferred Alternative
improves traffic operations as compared to that of the No Build. This indicates that the overall concept of transforming
South Capitol Street into an urban boulevard can be done with few negative impacts to traffic operations.
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The  Revised  Preferred  Alternative  is  able  to  process  significantly  more  demand  than  the  other  two  alternatives.  In
general, between 10 to 15 percent more volume is carried through both freeways and arterials. This is an indication of
the system improvements achieved by the Revised Preferred Alternative.

One location would operate at lower speeds in the Revised Preferred Alternative than the No Build Alternative –
southbound I-295 during the PM peak hour. The worse operations along the freeway are a result of better
performance on some of the arterials. The Revised Preferred Alternative would improve operations on South Capitol
Street and Suitland Parkway resulting in a greater share of estimated demand reaching southbound I-295.
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TABLE ES-10: COMPARISON OF MEASURES OF EFFECTIVENESS FOR 2040 NO BUILD AND REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Worse
Better No Build Alternative

Revised Preferred
Alternative

Impact of Revised
Preferred Alternative

over No Build
Alternative

Impact
on

Freeways

Level of
Service

AM Peak
Hour

LOS F for segments along I-295
northbound

LOS D for segments along I-295
northbound

LOS C for segments along I-395/I-695
westbound

LOS D for segments along I-395/I-695
westbound

PM Peak
Hour

LOS E for segments along I-295
southbound

LOS F for segments along I-295
southbound

LOS F for segments along I-395/I-695
eastbound

LOS F for segments along I-395/I-695
eastbound

Average
Speeds

AM Peak
Hour

46 miles per hour along I-395/I-695
eastbound corridor

47 miles per hour along I-395/I-695
eastbound corridor

28 miles per hour along northbound
I-295

46 miles per hour along northbound
I-295

PM Peak
Hour

Lowest speed of 26 mph along
I-395/I-695 eastbound corridor

Lowest speed of 38 mph along
I-395/I-695 eastbound corridor

35 miles per hour along southbound
I-295

24 miles per hour along southbound
I-295

Demand
Served

AM Peak
Hour

Served an average of 4,400 vph along
I-295 NB

Served an average of 5,450 vph along
I-295 NB

PM Peak
Hour

Served an average of 4,450 vph along
I-395/I-695 EB

Served an average of 6,150 vph along
I-395/I-695 EB

Impact
on

Arterials

Level of
Service

AM Peak
Hour 15 intersection operate at LOS E or F 9 intersection operate at LOS E or F

PM Peak
Hour 20 intersection operate at LOS E or F 17 intersection operate at LOS E or F

Approach
Queues

AM Peak
Hour

6 Approaches average queues that
extend beyond storage capacity

21 Approaches average queues that
extend beyond storage capacity

PM Peak
Hour

22 Approaches average queues that
extend beyond storage capacity

23 Approaches average queues that
extend beyond storage capacity

Demand
Served

AM Peak
Hour

South Capitol Street northbound
serves an average of 1,400 vph

South Capitol Street northbound
serves an average of 2,100 vph

PM Peak
Hour

South Capitol Street southbound
serves an average of 1,600 vph

South Capitol Street southbound
serves an average of 2,500 vph

Network
wide

Average
Delay

Time per
Vehicle

AM Peak
Hour 214 seconds 112 seconds

PM Peak
Hour 224 seconds 200 seconds

Average
Speed
[mph]

AM Peak
Hour 16 miles per hour 23 miles per hour

PM Peak
Hour 15 miles per hour 17 miles per hour

Total
Demand
Served

AM Peak
Hour 44k vehicles served in an hour 50k vehicles served in an hour

PM Peak
Hour 48k vehicles served in an hour 54k vehicles served in an hour

Regional
Impacts

Daily
Vehicle
Miles

Travelled

District of Columbia would carry 5% of
the region’s VMT by year 2040

District of Columbia’s VMT would
reduce by 30k vehicle miles, and the
full region by 707k vehicle miles

Daily
Vehicle
Hours

Travelled

District of Columbia would carry 5% of
the region’s VHT by year 2040

District of Columbia’s VHT would
reduce by 11k vehicle miles, and the full
region by 231k vehicle miles
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TABLE ES-11: COMPARISON OF MEASURES OF EFFECTIVENESS FOR 2040 FEIS AND SFEIS PREFERRED REVISED ALTERNATIVE

Worse
Better FEIS Preferred Alternative

Revised Preferred
Alternative

Impact of Revised
Preferred  Alternative

over FEIS Preferred
Alternative

Impact
on

Freeways

Level of
Service

AM Peak
Hour

LOS D for segments along I-295
northbound

LOS D for segments along I-295
northbound

LOS E for segments along I-395/I-695
eastbound

LOS C for segments along I-395/I-695
westbound

PM Peak
Hour

LOS D for segments along I-295
southbound

LOS F for segments along I-295
southbound

LOS D for segments along I-395/I-695
westbound

LOS C for segments along I-395/I-695
eastbound

Average
Speeds

AM Peak
Hour

34 miles per hour along I-395/I-695
eastbound corridor

47 miles per hour along I-395/I-695
eastbound corridor

36 miles per hour along northbound
I-295

46 miles per hour along northbound
I-295

PM Peak
Hour

Lowest speed of 23 mph along
I-395/I-695 eastbound corridor

Lowest speed of 34 mph along
I-395/I-695 eastbound corridor

42 miles per hour along southbound
I-295

24 miles per hour along southbound
I-295

Demand
Served

AM Peak
Hour

Served an average of 4,400 vph along
I-295 NB

Served an average of 5,450 vph along
I-295 NB

PM Peak
Hour

Served an average of 4,000 vph along
I-395/I-695 EB

Served an average of 6,150 vph along
I-395/I-695 EB

Impact
on

Arterials

Level of
Service

AM Peak
Hour 17 intersection operate at LOS E or F 9 intersection operate at LOS E or F

PM Peak
Hour 24 intersection operate at LOS E or F 17 intersection operate at LOS E or F

Approach
Queues

AM Peak
Hour

36 Approaches average queues that
extend beyond storage capacity

21 Approaches average queues that
extend beyond storage capacity

PM Peak
Hour

27 Approaches average queues that
extend beyond storage capacity

23 Approaches average queues that
extend beyond storage capacity

Demand
Served

AM Peak
Hour

South Capitol Street northbound
serves an average of 1,900 vph

South Capitol Street northbound
serves an average of 2,100 vph

PM Peak
Hour

South Capitol Street southbound
serves an average of 2,300 vph

South Capitol Street southbound
serves an average of 2,500 vph

Network
wide

Average
Delay

Time per
Vehicle

AM Peak
Hour 238 seconds 112 seconds

PM Peak
Hour 264 seconds 200 seconds

Average
Speed
[mph]

AM Peak
Hour 15 miles per hour 23 miles per hour

PM Peak
Hour 14 miles per hour 17 miles per hour

Total
Demand
Served

AM Peak
Hour 46k vehicles served in an hour 50k vehicles served in an hour

PM Peak
Hour 48k vehicles served in an hour 54k vehicles served in an hour
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1. BACKGROUND, PURPOSE AND NEED, AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION

1.1. PROJECT BACKGROUND AND HISTORY

1.1.1. South Capitol Street

South  Capitol  Street  was  a  primary  corridor  in  Major  Pierre  L’Enfant’s  1791  Plan  of  the  City  of  Washington  and  was
envisioned as one of the symbolic gateways to the city and its Monumental Core.  As envisioned in L’Enfant’s Plan, South,
East, and North Capitol Streets represent the cardinal directions extending from the U.S. Capitol. As such, these streets are
critically important within the hierarchy of Washington’s streets and are considered to be “prominent gateways” to the
Monumental Core.

Today, the South Capitol Street corridor continues to connect downtown Washington to neighborhoods in the southeast and
southwest quadrants of the District of Columbia and Prince George’s County, Maryland. South Capitol Street, particularly
within the section between the U.S. Capitol and the Anacostia Waterfront, lacks any characteristics of its historic function as
a gateway. The street’s present characteristics and conditions are not appropriate to its central place and important
function. South Capitol Street is an urban freeway that has become a conduit for through traffic at the expense of serving
the immediate needs of the residents and businesses in the corridor. The transportation infrastructure is deteriorating and
fails to provide necessary connections to community destinations for pedestrians, bicyclists, transit riders, or motorists.
Despite the inadequacies of the transportation infrastructure in the corridor, new development is rapidly transforming
former industrial and military uses into thriving mixed-use communities and employment centers. Public investment is
focused on new developments. This public investment has stimulated private investment in new residential, office, and retail
developments throughout the corridor. The economic development of the South Capitol Street corridor and along the
Anacostia River is part of a District of Columbia and regional effort to revitalize the waterfront. The vision for the Anacostia
Waterfront is an area that will unite the city economically, physically, and socially as the center of 21st century Washington,
DC, and a cornerstone of the National Capital Region. South Capitol Street’s transportation infrastructure must support and
enhance this new vision of the Anacostia Waterfront.

1.1.2. South Capitol Street Improvement Project

Planning efforts have been underway for more than a decade to transform South Capitol Street into an urban boulevard that
responds to and serves its local context while restoring its function as a symbolic gateway. In 1997, the National Capital
Planning Commission (NCPC) completed a framework plan, Extending the Legacy: Planning America’s Capital for the 21st
Century (NCPC 1997 Extending the Legacy Plan), that extended the Monumental Core to include South Capitol Street. In its
plan, NCPC envisioned “South Capitol Street as a bustling mix of federal, local, and private uses. A major memorial or public
building  can  be  located  on  the  important  site  where  the  street  meets  the  river,  and  the  new  South  Capitol  Street  can
become a lively area of shops, restaurants, housing, offices, and open space.”

NCPC’s Memorials and Museums Master Plan (2001) built on the 1997 Extending the Legacy Plan by defining a long-range
plan for new museums, memorials, and other public buildings, strategically distributed to all quadrants of the city. The 2001
Master Plan identified 100 potential sites for future memorials and museums, including the South Capitol Street terminus at
the Anacostia River, the Southeast/Southwest (SE/SW) Freeway, and the south shore of the Anacostia River in Anacostia
Park  SE  as  prime  sites.  In  the  plan,  prime  sites  were  defined  as  those  of  the  highest  order.  Because  of  high  visibility  and
strong axial relationships with the U.S. Capitol and the White House, the plan proposed that these sites be reserved for
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subjects of lasting historical and national importance. NCPC continued planning work for the South Capitol Street corridor
with the South Capitol Street Urban Design Study (NCPC 2003).

Recognizing  the  need  for  a  clear  vision  for  the  Anacostia  Waterfront,  including  the  South  Capitol  Street  corridor,  former
Mayor Anthony Williams brought together the 20 federal and District of Columbia agencies that own or control land along
the  Anacostia  River  in  March  2000.  The  outcome  of  this  partnership  was  the  Anacostia  Waterfront  Initiative  (AWI)
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). Acting with the cooperation and oversight of this partnership, the District of
Columbia Office of Planning (OP) created the AWI Framework Plan.

The  AWI  Framework  Plan  (OP  2003)  identified  major  themes  to  guide  development  and  revitalization  efforts  for  the
Anacostia  Waterfront  area.  The  AWI  Framework  Plan  defined  that  the  future  of  the  Anacostia  Waterfront  will  include  a
cleaner river, strong waterfront neighborhoods, new and revitalized waterfront parks, and vibrant cultural attractions, as
well as better access both to and between these neighborhoods and destinations. In 2002 and concurrent with OP’s AWI
Framework Plan, the District Department of Transportation (DDOT) began planning for the corridor by undertaking a series
of planning and engineering studies to investigate and analyze the Anacostia Waterfront’s existing and future transportation
patterns, needs, opportunities, and constraints. These efforts led to the completion of several transportation planning
studies, including The South Capitol Gateway and Corridor Improvement Study (DDOT 2003) (Gateway Study), South Capitol
Gateway  Corridor  and  Anacostia  Access  Studies  (DDOT  2004),  a  tunnel  study  to  determine  the  feasibility  of  replacing  the
SE/SW  Freeway,  the  South  Capitol  Street  Bridge  Design  Workshop  (March  30  and  31,  2005),  and  the  Frederick  Douglass
Memorial Bridge Alignment Study (DDOT 2007).

The  Gateway  Study  (DDOT  2003)  created  a  vision  for  transforming  South  Capitol  Street  from  an  unsightly  freeway  into  a
grand urban gateway. Performed at the direction of the U.S. Congress, the Gateway Study (DDOT 2003) was “a study of
methods to make improvements to promote commercial, recreational, and residential activities and to improve pedestrian
and vehicular access on South Capitol Street and the Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge.” The Gateway Study (DDOT 2003)
proposed that South Capitol Street become a gracious urban boulevard consistent with the past goals defined in the L’Enfant
and Macmillan Commission plans, which would accommodate bicycles, pedestrians, and transit vehicles, as well as
automobiles and commerce. The study also recommended construction of a new Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge on a
southern alignment and at a more urban scale than the present bridge. The transportation improvements would also
improve access to new activity centers and support economic development and revitalization of the Anacostia Waterfront.

The recommendations from the Gateway Study (DDOT 2003) were examined in more detail in the South Capitol Gateway
Corridor and Anacostia Access Studies (DDOT 2004). The study findings for the South Capitol Street corridor were as follows:

South Capitol Street should be configured as an impressive urban gateway to the U.S. Capitol and the Monumental
Core that accommodates various forms of transportation (automobiles, transit, pedestrians, and bicyclists).

Change is rapidly occurring in both the corridor and the Anacostia Waterfront area; therefore, transportation and
infrastructure improvements should be initiated and implemented to keep pace with economic development initiatives
and the needs of residents and businesses.

The Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge is in need of replacement; delays in the process will require more expensive
repairs and perhaps restrictions of bridge traffic.

The I-295/Suitland Parkway interchange is inefficient and does not provide direct access from I-295 southbound to
South Capitol Street northbound.

Transportation system continuity should be maintained. South Capitol Street provides local and regional access as well
as access to key military installations in the region.
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Bicycle and pedestrian access throughout the project area is inconsistent and substandard.

As the Project developed momentum, the Anacostia Crossings Project Memorandum of Understanding (2004) clarified the
federal and local partnership. As explained in the document, the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) would commit
technical resources to expedite environmental and Project development phases. At the same time, the District of Columbia
would create, through ongoing communication and collaboration, a climate among local interests and constituencies that
would help the Project advance. The next effort in Project history, and one that worked in parallel to the environmental
planning was the Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge Alignment Study (DDOT 2007). It developed technical constraints for
the bridge alignment and bridge types. The work accomplished by the Gateway Study (DDOT 2003), the South Capitol
Gateway Corridor and Anacostia Access Studies (DDOT 2004),  and the Bridge Alignment Study (DDOT 2007),  as well  as the
positive reactions of the stakeholders and sponsors to these efforts, supported defining the purpose and need for the South
Capitol Street Project.

1.2. PROJECT AREA

The South Capitol Street Project area is located in the southwest and southeast quadrants of the District of Columbia
adjacent to the Anacostia River (Figure 1-1).  The northern boundary is at Independence Avenue at the U.S. Capitol.  The
eastern boundary follows 2nd Street  SE  west  of  the  Anacostia  River  and  expands  to  the  east  of  the  Anacostia  Metrorail
station parking deck north of Interstate 295 east of the river.  The western boundary is just west of 2nd Street from
Independence Avenue SW to T Street SW north of the Anacostia River and Mitscher Road SW in the Anacostia Naval Station.
The southern boundary of the project area is just south of the Barry Farms neighborhood (near the intersection of Wade and
Stevens Roads SE) and includes a portion of St. Elizabeths West Campus. Figure 1-2 depicts the described project area.

1.3. PURPOSE AND NEED OF THE PROJECT

The purpose of the South Capitol Street Project is to improve safety, multimodal mobility, accessibility, and support
economic development. The Project would transform the existing corridor into an urban gateway to the U.S. Capitol and
District of Columbia’s Monumental Core. Transportation improvements were identified to incorporate long-term
environmental sustainability and context-sensitive design. Specifically, the Project addresses the following needs:

Safety: The design and deteriorating condition of the transportation infrastructure in the corridor results in poor safety
conditions for motorists, bicyclists, pedestrians, and transit riders.

Mobility: The lack of critical regional roadway connections and facilities for bicyclists and pedestrians support the need
to improve mobility in the South Capitol Street corridor.

Accessibility: Several key destinations in or adjacent to the corridor are difficult to reach using the existing
transportation infrastructure. Grade separations, median barriers, and ramp and intersection configurations limit
access to activity centers for motorists, bicyclists, pedestrians, and transit riders.

Economic Development: The density of employment and residential development forecasted for the area highlight the
need to support economic growth. Public investments have increased employment and will stimulate additional
private investment in new residential, office, and retail developments. As economic development continues to occur
within the project area, additional demand will continue to be placed on transportation infrastructure to meet future
transportation needs.

These project objectives led to the design of access modifications at the I-295 (Anacostia Freeway)/Suitland Parkway
interchange and the I-695/I-395 (SE/SW Freeway)/South Capitol Street interchange.
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FIGURE 1-1: SOUTH CAPITOL STREET PROJECT AREA OF INFLUENCE
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FIGURE 1-2: PROJECT AREA
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1.3.1. Project Goals and Objectives

The purpose of the South Capitol Street Project is to improve safety, multimodal mobility, accessibility, and support
economic development throughout the project area. Ultimately, this Project is to address these goals in a way that
addresses the transportation issues while serving to return a critical mass of people and businesses to the neighborhoods
south of the National Mall and transforming South Capitol Street from an unsightly thoroughfare into a grand urban gateway
that does justice to L’Enfant’s grand vision, the stature of the city as the Capital of the United States, and unifies
Washington’s neighborhoods and federal facilities, rather than dividing them.

1.3.2. Description of Problem and Deficiencies

As discussed above, the problems and deficiencies are related to the project’s purpose and need. Below is a more detailed
description of the identified items illustrated on Figure 1-3.

SAFETY

One  purpose  of  the  proposed  action  is  to  improve  safety.  The  design  and  deteriorating  condition  of  the  transportation
infrastructure in the corridor creates safety concerns for motorists, bicyclists, pedestrians, and transit riders. The design
deficiencies that pose safety issues include local roads serving regional traffic, weaving traffic patterns, the S-curve
alignment of the approach roads to the Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge, non-standard pedestrian and bicycle facilities,
lack of crosswalks or pedestrian signals, and median barriers and grade separations. The number and severity of crashes in
the  corridor  and  the  structural  deficiencies  of  the  Frederick  Douglass  Memorial  Bridge  demonstrate  the  need  for  safety
improvements in the South Capitol Street corridor.

NUMBER AND SEVERITY OF CRASHES

Crash  data  from January  1,  2008,  to  December  31,  2010,  indicate  that  the  following  four  intersections  reflect  the  highest
number of crashes in the project area:  Firth Sterling Avenue at Suitland Parkway; South Capitol Street at I Street; South
Capitol Street at M Street; and Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue SE at Howard Road/Sheridan Road SE. These intersections
account for just more than 50 percent of the total number of crashes in the project area.

MOBILITY

One purpose of the proposed action is to improve multimodal mobility or the ability for all modes of travel—pedestrians,
bicycles, transit, and vehicles—to move through a transportation system. Improving multimodal mobility requires new
options for moving people throughout the corridor using a variety of transportation modes. The missing connections
between regional roadways limit mobility of vehicular traffic and force drivers to take indirect routes. This diversion of
traffic creates congestion on local streets and hinders residents’ ability to travel within the corridor. Similarly, the lack of
adequate facilities for non-motorized transportation restricts mobility for bicyclists, pedestrians, and transit riders.
Increases in employment, population, and area visitors intensify the demand for multimodal mobility. A lack of critical
regional roadway connections and facilities for bicyclists and pedestrians result in the need to improve multimodal
mobility in the South Capitol Street corridor.

ACCESSIBILITY

One  purpose  of  the  proposed  action  is  to  increase  accessibility  or  the  ability  to  reach  destinations  easily.  There  are
several key destinations within or adjacent to the project area that are difficult to reach using the existing transportation
infrastructure. Grade separations, median barriers, and ramp and intersection configurations limit access to activity
centers for motorists, bicyclists, pedestrians, and transit riders.
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1.3.3. Transportation Needs Requiring Modification to Interchange Access

The proposed interchange access modification at I-395 / South Capitol Street (i.e., removal of the suspended on-ramp from
northbound South Capitol Street to westbound I-395 and replacing with an on-ramp from an at-grade intersection
underneath the I-395 overpass) will lengthen the weave distance for traffic traveling northbound on South Capitol Street and
those accessing South Capitol Street utilizing the M Street ramps. In essence, the decision point for accessing I-395 will be
less confusing and safer and will be available to both northbound and southbound traffic along South Capitol Street.

The proposed interchange access modification at the I-295 / Suitland Parkway interchange addresses freeway system
deficiencies at this interchange. The existing partial (¾) cloverleaf loop-ramp configuration at I-295/Suitland Parkway will be
replaced with a full diamond interchange and the existing half interchange at I-295/Howard Road SE will be removed. The
changes relate to freeway system movements and travel patterns rather than enhancing or expanding the interstate system.
The access modification will reconfigure the existing loop ramps by providing a new diamond interchange. The new
interchange allows northbound Suitland Parkway to southbound I-295 movement which is not currently provided. The half
interchange  at  Howard  Road SE  will  be  eliminated.  This  will  restore  Howard  Road SE  and Firth  Sterling  Avenue SE  to  local
traffic.
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FIGURE 1-3: SOUTH CAPITOL STREET PROBLEMS AND DEFICIENCIES

Source: 2012 Interchange Modification Report – Parsons Brinckerhoff, October, 2012
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1.4. RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER MAJOR PUBLIC AND PRIVATE PROPOSED ACTIONS

A number of federal, District, and private developments are anticipated in the study area. Major transportation projects
include:

Reconstruction and reconfiguration of the 11th Street Bridges and its approaches at both the Southeast Freeway
(I-695) and the Anacostia Freeway (I-295). This project includes the removal of ramps connecting the 11th Street
Bridges to the portion of the Southeast/Southwest Freeway (I-695) leading to Barney Circle and replace the existing
depressed interstate segment with a proposed low-speed urban street.

Realignment of the Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge (South Capitol Street).

Construction of the Anacostia Streetcar demonstration project.

Redevelopment of Saint Elizabeths Hospital site to accommodate up to 14,000 relocated employees of the U.S. Coast
Guard and the Department of Homeland Security.

Specific elements of the District’s Great Streets Program.

1.4.1. Other Highway Improvement Plans and Programs

Two other major highway improvements projects in the project area include the 11th Street Bridge and the redevelopment
of the St. Elizabeths West Campus.  The 11th Street Bridge Project consists of constructing three new bridges and
improving the related interchanges.  Its goals are to
improve mobility by providing separate freeway and local
traffic  connections  to  both  directions  of  DC  295,  the
Southeast/Southwest Freeway, and local streets on both
sides  of  the  Anacostia  River;  provide  a  shared  path  for
pedestrians  and  bicycles,  as  well  as  rails  to  allow  future
streetcar connections; replace the existing functionally
deficient and structurally obsolete bridges; provide an
additional alternate evacuation route from our Nation’s
Capital, and include new trail connections, improved
drainage and other environmental investments.  The St.
Elizabeths West Campus redevelopment project will
include the consolidation of the headquarters for the
Department of Homeland Security and the transportation
improvements needed to provide access for this operation.

1.4.2. Proposed Major Changes to Adjacent Land Use

The current land use in the project area is transitioning from industrial to a wide use of mixed land uses including retail,
office and commercial businesses; residential use; and government office space.  While the corridor transitions, various
land-use options are possible – one large example is the redevelopment of the St. Elizabeths facility.
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1.4.3. Regional Land Use Plan

The District of Columbia’s Office of Planning’s Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 2006 and amended in 2009.  It guides
future planning and development activities as well as policies throughout the District.

1.4.4. Regional Transportation Plan

The Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (MWCOG) houses the National Capital Region Transportation
Planning Board (TPB).  It is the federally designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the region and sets
policies as they relate to transportation planning issues. MWCOG’s current Financially Constrained Long-Range
Transportation Plan for 2040 (CLRP 2040, Adopted November 17, 2010) includes several changes to the region’s adopted
transportation investment program. The following project within the study area was changed in 2012:

Create Southeast Boulevard from 11th Street Bridge to Barney Circle: Once the 11th Street SE Bridge fully connects
I-695 (Southeast Freeway) and I-295 in both directions in 2014, the segment between 11th Street SE and Barney Circle/
Pennsylvania Avenue will become obsolete. This project proposes to convert that segment of the Southeast Freeway to
an urban boulevard, connected to Barney Circle, with an at-grade intersection. The project is now anticipated to be
completed by year 2015 for a cost of $80 million.

1.5. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES ANALYZED IN THE TTR

The TTR summarizes traffic analysis results for the following scenarios:

2010 Existing Conditions

2020 Opening Year

2040 Design Year

All scenarios were evaluated for AM and PM peak hour conditions. In addition to the 2010 Existing Conditions, three future
alternatives were analyzed:

No Build Alternative

FEIS Preferred Alternative

Revised Preferred Alternative.

Both the FEIS Preferred and Revised Preferred build alternatives meet the purpose and need for the Project and were the
result of the extensive public and agency coordination. The Revised Preferred Alternative incorporated several design
changes as well as safety and operational improvements from the FEIS Preferred Alternative. While overall the changes
introduced in the Revised Preferred Alternative improved traffic operations, in a few specific locations, the design changes
reduced roadway capacity and negatively impacted traffic operations. In those cases, the design changes are the result of
geometry constrains and right-of-way issues. The No Build Alternative does not meet the Project purpose and need;
however, it is retained as the baseline condition against which the potential impacts of the Build alternatives are measured.

1.5.1. No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative would contain no new major construction resulting from the proposed Project action, although
other planned and committed projects in the area would move forward.  Improvements implemented under this
alternative would be limited to short-term restoration and maintenance of existing infrastructure.
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1.5.2. SFEIS Revised Preferred Alternative

The major components of the South Capitol Street SFEIS Revised Preferred Alternative are listed below:

Rebuild South Capitol Street as six-lane boulevard with landscaped median west of the Anacostia River.

Reconstruct at-grade intersections along South Capitol Street at I, N, O, P, K, L and M Streets.

Reconstruct existing ramp from northbound South Capitol Street to I-395 as an at-grade intersection.

Construct four-lane signalized traffic oval connecting South Capitol Street, Potomac Avenue and Q Street SW.

Replace existing Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge.

Construct a four-lane signalized traffic oval at South Capitol Street, Suitland Parkway and Howard Road SE.

Replace the existing Suitland Parkway/I-295 interchange with an urban diamond interchange, signalizing ramps at
Suitland Parkway.

Reconstruct the I-295 Bridge over South Capitol Street.

Widen the I-295 Bridge over Howard Road.

Reconstruct portions of Firth Sterling Avenue SE and New Jersey Avenue SE with improved sidewalks and streetscape.

Widen Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue Bridge over Suitland Parkway to provide for new multi-use trail.

Construct a single-point center-ramp interchange to create new access between Suitland Parkway and Martin Luther
King, Jr. Avenue.

Reconstruct pedestrian overpass over Suitland Parkway between Sheridan Road and Barry Farms.

Implement signed bicycle routes along New Jersey Avenue and throughout the project area to provide connections and
improved access to the Anacostia Riverwalk Trail, the riverfront, and Historic Anacostia.

Install unifying landscape features at the intersections of South Capitol Street and Potomac Avenue and South Capitol
Street and Suitland Parkway to visually anchor the two ends of the new Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge.

The proposed modifications at the I-295 (Anacostia Freeway) and Suitland Parkway interchange will replace the existing
partial clover interchange with a modified diamond interchange to allow for full movements and eliminate weaving
movements between this interchange and the 11th Street Bridge interchange.

The proposed modifications at the I-395 (SE/SW Freeway) and South Capitol Street interchange will replace the existing
suspended ramp with a new ramp connecting to an at-grade intersection with South Capitol Street to allow freeway access
for northbound as well as southbound traffic.

A map of the Revised Preferred Alternative design of the South Capitol Street Project is depicted in Figure 1-4.
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FIGURE 1-4: 2014 SFEIS REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
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1.5.3. FEIS Preferred Alternative

The FEIS identified a Preferred Alternative that included refinements to Build Alternative 2 from the DEIS.  The refinements
were based on agency and public comments received on the DEIS during public hearings. Figure 1-5 illustrates the features
of  the  2011  FEIS  Preferred  Alternative. Table 1-1 summarizes  the  differences  between  this  alternative  and  the  Revised
Preferred Alternative.

TABLE 1-1: MAJOR CHANGES IN THE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Improvement FEIS Preferred Alternative Revised Preferred Alternative

Frederick Douglass Memorial
Bridge

6 lane arched bascule bridge
Alignment skewed from existing
bridge

6 lane bridge, type to be determined
Alignment parallel to existing bridge

Intersection of South Capitol
Street, Q Street, and Potomac
Avenue

5 lane traffic oval 4 lane traffic oval

Intersection of South Capitol
Street, Suitland Parkway, and
Howard Road

5 lane traffic circle 4 lane traffic oval

Interchange of Suitland Parkway
and I-295

Modified diamond interchange
with 2 lane loop ramp from I-295
southbound to eastbound
Suitland Parkway

Same configuration with minor
changes in ramp and roadway
alignments

Proposed New Interchange
between Suitland Parkway and
Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue

Center ramp interchange
allowing all movements between
Suitland Parkway and Martin
Luther King, Jr. Avenue
Impacts existing historic bridge
structure

Diamond interchange allowing all
movements between Suitland
Parkway and Martin Luther King, Jr.
Avenue
Eliminates impact to historic bridge
structure

Interchange of South Capitol
Street, I-395, and I-695

Existing suspended on-ramp to
I-395 replaced with new ramp
connecting to at-grade
intersection with South Capitol
Street
New ramp allows access from
northbound and southbound
South Capitol Street

Both existing suspended on-ramp to
I-395 and existing off-ramp from
I-395 and I-695 replaced to provide
more spacing between interchange
and intersection of South Capitol
Street and I Street
Westbound I-695 restriped to
improve merge conditions at
interchange
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TABLE 1-1: MAJOR CHANGES IN THE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Improvement FEIS Preferred Alternative Revised Preferred Alternative

Intersection of South Capitol
Street and M Street

Existing grade separation
replaced with at-grade
intersection
Dual left turn lanes provided on
each direction of South Capitol
Street

Existing grade separation replaced
with at-grade intersection
Footprint of intersection reduced to
shorten pedestrian crossing
distances
Dual left turn lanes in each direction
of South Capitol Street replaced with
single left turn lanes

South Capitol Street between I
Street and M Street

Existing grade separations
replaced with at-grade signalized
intersections

Same as FEIS Preferred Alternative
plus additional left turns provided at
K Street and I Street

South Capitol Street between M
Street and P Street

Existing grade separations
replaced with at-grade signalized
intersections

Same as FEIS Preferred Alternative

New Jersey Avenue Streetscape Improved streetscape Same as FEIS Preferred Alternative
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FIGURE 1-5: 2011 FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
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2. EXISTING CONDITIONS ANALYSIS

The existing transportation network in the South Capitol Street Interchange Modification Report (SCS IMR) study area is an
urban grid road network that consists of interstates, regional freeways, expressways, principal arterials, minor arterials,
collectors, and local streets. This roadway network serves a variety of land uses including commercial, office, recreational,
university, ballpark, and military uses in the Anacostia Waterfront area. The roadway network experiences significant traffic
volumes during peak time periods because of the commuting traffic pattern in and out of the Washington, D.C. area.

The major roadway corridors in the SCS IMS study area are described in the following sections in terms of typical
cross section, functional classification, and posted speed.

2.1. EXISTING ROADWAY NETWORK

2.1.1. Existing Interstate / Freeway System Network

I-295 (ANACOSTIA FREEWAY)

Interstate 295 (I-295) (Anacostia Freeway) is a four-to-six lane, divided, interstate freeway that runs along the east side of
the Anacostia River from I-495 (Capital Beltway) to the 11th Street Bridges (I-695) in the southeast quadrant of the District of
Columbia.  The  freeway  has  a  posted  speed of  50  miles  per  hour  (mph).  The  freeway  carries  heavy  vehicular  traffic  during
peak  periods  and  for  several  hours  of  the  day.  It  serves  as  a  gateway  connection  to  downtown  Washington,  D.C.  I-295
continues across the Anacostia River by connecting to the 11th Street Bridges and I-695 to the north. The mainline freeway
continues  as  District  of  Columbia  Route  295  (DC  295)  (Anacostia  Freeway)  east  of  the  11th  Street  Bridges.  DC  295  is  a
four-lane, divided freeway that runs along the east side of the Anacostia River in the southeast and northeast quadrants of
the District of Columbia. DC 295 has a posted speed of 45 mph. DC 295, designated as part of the National Highway System,
is named Anacostia Freeway within the limits of the District of Columbia. Outside of the D.C. border, the freeway is named
Baltimore-Washington Parkway that runs parallel to and east of I-95 and connects to such destinations as the Baltimore
Washington International Thurgood Marshall Airport and downtown Baltimore.

The SCS IMR study area includes the following three atypical interchanges:

Malcolm X Avenue / South Capitol Street Interchange (Exit 2): This is a partial movement interchange to provide access
to Malcolm X Avenue and South Capitol Street. The interchange currently has three ramps: 1) a loop on-ramp from
Malcolm X Avenue to northbound I-295, 2) a loop off-ramp from northbound I-295 to Malcolm X Avenue, and 3) a
flyover off-ramp from southbound I-295 to connect to southbound South Capitol Street just before the off-ramp from
South Capitol Street to Malcolm X Avenue.

Suitland Parkway / Howard Road / Firth Sterling Avenue Interchange (Exit 3): This is a full-movement interchange
consisting of seven on- and off-ramps in a combination of four clover-leaf ramps connecting to Suitland Parkway, one
to Firth Sterling Avenue, and two diamond ramps to Howard Road. The interchange has a weaving segment in the
northbound direction because of the two closely spaced loop on- and off-ramps.

11th Street Bridges (I-695) Interchange: This interchange is north of the Suitland Parkway / Howard Road interchange.
This interchange is undergoing major reconstruction, which will transform it from a partially direct T interchange with
incomplete connectivity into a full Y interchange with full connectivity between I-295, DC 295, a new local 11th Street
Bridge, and the adjacent Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue and Good Hope Road.
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I-695 / I-395 (SE / SW FREEWAY)

Interstate 395 is a limited-access divided multi-lane interstate highway, starting from I-495 (Capital Beltway) near
Springfield, Virginia, and ending at New York Avenue NW, in the northwest quadrant of the District of Columbia.

I-395 crosses the Anacostia River via the 14th Street Bridges and within the National Mall and Memorial Parks area, where
I-395 traverses as the 3rd Street Tunnel.

Within  the  SCS  IMR  study  area,  I-395  (Southwest  Freeway)  is  a  four-  to  six-lane  east-west  50  to  55  mph  freeway  with  a
complex set of closely-spaced interchange ramps providing on- and off-ramp access to and from several arterials and local
streets in partial interchange configurations. The I-395 designation of the highway continues to the north via the ramps to
the 3rd Street Tunnel, located just west of the South Capitol Street, and the mainline freeway continues to the east of South
Capitol Street as I-695 (Southeast Freeway) with a posted speed limit of 45 mph, connecting to the 11th Street Bridges and
ending at the Pennsylvania Avenue SE.

Within the SCS IMR study area, the westbound I-395 (SE/SW Freeway) has the following ramps in sequential order:

Off-ramp to 9th Street SW

On-ramp from Maine Ave SW

On-ramp from 9th Street SW / D Street SW

On-ramp from 7th Street SW

Off-ramp to 3rd Street Tunnel (Northbound)

Off-ramp to South Capitol Street (Southbound)

On-ramp from 3rd Street Tunnel (Southbound)

Off-ramp to 6th Street SE / Virginia Avenue SE

Off-ramp to 11th Street Bridge / I-295

On-ramp from 9th Street SE

Off-ramp to Pennsylvania Avenue SE

Within the SCS IMR study area, the westbound I-395 (SE/SW Freeway) has the following ramps in sequential order:

On-ramp from Pennsylvania Avenue SE

Off-ramp to I Street SE

On-ramp from 11th Street Bridge / I-295

On-ramp from 3rd Street SE / Virginia Avenue SE

Off-ramp to 3rd Street Tunnel (Northbound)

On-ramp from South Capitol Street (Northbound)

On-ramp from 3rd Street Tunnel (Southbound)

Off-ramp to 6th Street SW, E Street SW, and Frontage Road SW

Off-ramp to Main Avenue and 12th Street SW

On-ramp from 9th Street SW and D Street SW
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2.1.2. Existing Interchange Spacing Along Interstates

The existing interchange spacing along the interstate routes in the SCS IMR study area is typical of urban areas with closely
spaced interchanges. As shown in Table 2-1, the interchange spacing in the study area ranges from 0.28 mile to 1.40 mile.

TABLE 2-1: INTERCHANGE SPACING

Facility Segment
Distance
(miles)

I-295 (Anacostia Freeway) Malcolm X Avenue (Exit 2) to Suitland Parkway (Exit 3) 1.40
I-295 (Anacostia Freeway) Suitland Parkway (Exit 3) to 11th Street Bridge (Exit 4) 0.76
I-295 (Anacostia Freeway) 11th Street Bridge (Exit 4) to I-695 (Exit 5) 0.67
I-395 (SE/SW Freeway) 14th Street Bridge to 9th Street SW 0.28
I-395 (SE/SW Freeway) 9th Street SW to 6th Street SW 0.28
I-395 (SE/SW Freeway) 6th Street SW to 3rd Street Tunnel 0.38
I-395 (SE/SW Freeway) 3rd Street Tunnel to South Capitol Street 0.28
I-395 (SE/SW Freeway) South Capitol Street to 3rd Street SE 0.56
I-395 (SE/SW Freeway) 3rd Street SE to 11th Street SE 1.14

2.1.3. Existing Bridge Crossings

There are a total of six roadways traversing the Anacostia River, including three bridges within the study area: 1) 14th Street
Bridge, 2) South Capitol Street Bridge, and 3) 11th Street Bridge. Descriptions are provided in the following sections.

14TH STREET BRIDGE

The 14th Street Bridge is a system of five bridges connecting downtown Washington, D.C., with northern Virginia. The Arland
D. Williams, George Mason Memorial,  and Rochambeau Bridges are three roadway bridges that carry I-395 and US 1 over
the Potomac River via three separate four-lane spans for northbound, southbound, and bi-directional express traffic,
respectively.  The  Rochambeau  Bridge  carries  bi-directional  express  lanes  into  the  HOV  lane  system  to  the  south.  The
remaining two bridges are the railroad bridges: the Charles R. Fenwick Bridge which carries Washington Metropolitan Area
Transit Authority’s (WMATA)’s Yellow Metrorail line and the Long Bridge which carries CSX Transportation, as well as Amrak
passenger rail and Virginia Railway Express commuter rail trains.

East of the 14th Street Bridge, I-395 merges into two bi-directional bridges over the Washington Channel: one carrying
northbound  US  1  traffic  onto  14th  Street  and  the  other  carrying  I-395  over  the  Francis  Case  Memorial  Bridge.  I-395
continues eastward through the southwest section of the District of Columbia for approximately one mile before
approaching the New York Avenue tunnel entrance.

SOUTH CAPITOL STREET BRIDGE (FREDERICK DOUGLASS MEMORIAL BRIDGE)

The South Capitol Street Bridge Crossing (also known as Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge) is a five-lane bridge (currently
three lanes northbound and two lanes southbound) and is the most southwestern bridge across the Anacostia River. As part
of  the  South  Capitol  Street  Project,  this  bridge  will  be  replaced  with  a  new  parallel  bridge  located  west  of  the  current
alignment.
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11TH STREET BRIDGE

The 11th Street Bridges are comprised of two parallel 4-lane bridges classified as freeways with speed limits of 50 mph that
provide direct connection between I-295 and I-395/I-695. These two 11th Street Bridges (I-695) are currently undergoing
major construction that will significantly reconfigure the geometric layouts to provide enhanced connectivity. The new
configuration will include a pair of new four-lane freeway bridges, officially designated as part of I-695, and a local bridge
that mainly serves as a connection for local vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic to cross the river. The new I-695 bridges
will provide full connectivity that was lacking in the existing bridges.

2.1.4. Existing Local Transportation Network

In addition to the existing interstate system, the TTR study area has a grid network of principal arterials, minor arterials,
collectors,  local  streets,  and  transit  routes.  These  are  described  in  the  following  sections. Figure 2-1 depicts the existing
roadway functional classification for the roadway network within the project area.  The following sections describe the
main characteristics of major corridors in the project area.
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FIGURE 2-1: ROADWAY NETWORK FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION
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M Street looking west toward South Capitol Street.

SOUTH CAPITOL STREET

South  Capitol  Street  is  a  four-  to  six-lane  roadway  with  a  speed  limit
that  varies  from  25  to  40  mph.  South  Capitol  Street  SE  runs  from  the
southern DC line north where it parallels I-295, beginning south of
Malcolm X Avenue SE to Suitland Parkway, traverses the Anacostia River
at the most southwestern of the six Anacostia River crossings, intersects
with I-395/I-695, and terminates at Independence Avenue. The
characteristics of the South Capitol Street change throughout the length
of the corridor. Within the SCS IMR study area, South Capitol serves as a
principal arterial between Virginia Avenue and Malcolm X Avenue. I-695
(Southeast Freeway) and a freight railroad bridge cross over South
Capitol Street on elevated structures immediately south of Virginia
Avenue. Just west of South Capitol Street, the freeway is designated as
I-395. South of the freeway structure, ramps connect South Capitol
Street to and from I-695 and I-395.

South of I Street, the center four lanes of South Capitol Street travel below M Street to create a grade-separated mainline
roadway. The outer lanes of South Capitol Street, two in each direction, remain at-grade to serve the local traffic with a
speed limit of 25 mph. These lanes act as ramps to form an urban diamond interchange with M Street.  South of M Street,
the South Capitol Street mainline rises to grade.

South  Capitol  Street  is  classified  as  an  expressway  between  the  Frederick  Douglass  Memorial  Bridge  and  Firth  Sterling
Avenue. It serves as a gateway for traffic from I-295, Suitland Parkway, and local southeast communities to cross the
Anacostia River. South of Firth Sterling Avenue, the classification of South Capitol Street changes to a minor arterial roadway
at  a  posted  speed  limit  of  40  mph.  It  runs  parallel  to  I-295  to  serve  Joint  Base  Anacostia-Bolling  (JBAB)  and  local
communities. It also partially serves as a frontage road of I-295 by providing access and egress from the freeway and is used
by commuters during rush hours.

M STREET

M Street is classified as a minor arterial throughout the study
area consisting of four to six lanes of travel (two to three lanes
in each direction) with a mix of divided and undivided sections.
A limited number of on-street parking spaces (available during
off-peak  hours)  on  M  Street  exist  but  intersecting  streets
provide the predominant on-street parking in the area
(available during peak and off-peak hours). The posted speed
limit is 25 mph. M Street is grade-separated at South Capitol
Street. Ramps to/from South Capitol Street right-of-way
provide for all movements to/from M Street. The intersections
of M Street and the South Capitol  Street ramps are signalized.
The distance from the connection of M Street northbound
ramp at South Capitol Street and the decision distance for
vehicles to access the I-395 ramp is very short, resulting in
congestion and unsafe conditions as vehicles weave to/from
the on-ramp to lanes traveling northbound on South Capitol
Street, I-395, or eastbound/westbound on K Street and I Street.

A View of South Capitol  Street at the SE/SW
Freeway.
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New Jersey Avenue SE looking north toward the
Capitol.

7TH STREET

7th Street is a four-lane (two lanes in each direction), minor arterial roadway with a speed limit of 30 mph. 7th Street is the
adjacent partial interchange (providing eastbound on-ramp and westbound off-ramp access) to the west of South Capitol
Street on I-395.

I STREET

I Street is a four-lane (two lanes in each direction), minor arterial roadway west of South Capitol Street and collector east of
South Capitol Street with a speed limit of 35 mph. I Street is the signalized intersection at the I-395 interchange in both the
northbound and southbound I-395 directions.

NEW JERSEY AVENUE SE

New Jersey Avenue SE runs southeast from Independence
Avenue  to  M  Street  at  the  Navy  Yard.   This  street  is  a
two-lane undivided collector with on-street parking on
each side. The speed limit is 25 mph. The intersections
with Independence Avenue, C Street, D Street, E Street, I
Street, K Street, and L Street are stop-sign controlled. New
Jersey Avenue passes over Virginia Avenue SE and the
freight railroad structure on a concrete bridge. On-street
parking is allowed on this segment.  The SE/SW Freeway
passes over New Jersey Avenue immediately south of the
freight railroad underpass. New Jersey Avenue ends at the
six-lane M Street SE. The Washington Navy Yard and the
Navy Yard-Ballpark Metrorail station are immediately
south of this intersection. The street right-of-way through
this area is 150 feet (ft) wide.

E STREET

E Street is a local street containing one lane in each direction with a posted speed limit of 25 mph. It is located north of
I-695/I-395 (SE/SW Freeway).

SUITLAND PARKWAY

Suitland Parkway is a four-lane, divided, 45-mph expressway that extends from South Capitol Street to just outside of the
District border. This expressway serves as the only major highway in the southeast quadrant connecting the downtown area
and the communities outside the District. The majority of the Suitland Parkway is free flow with limited ramp access/egress
only, except that the intersections with Firth Sterling Avenue and Stanton Road are controlled by traffic signals.

MALCOLM X AVENUE

Malcolm X Avenue SE is a two-to-four-lane minor arterial that runs east-west and extends from South Capitol Street and the
JBAB main gate to 8th Street SE and serves as the main connection point for residential areas. The speed limit along Malcolm
X Avenue is 30 mph. Parking is allowed on both sides of the street east of the I-295 on-/off-ramps.
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MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. AVENUE

Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue SE is a minor arterial with a speed limit of 25 mph. The roadway is two-way with one travel
lane  in  each  direction  and  parking  on  both  sides  with  peak  hour  restrictions  at  certain  blocks.  The  half-mile  segment
between Good Hope Road and Howard Road has three signalized intersections. These traffic signals, combined with narrow
travel lanes, high peak-hour traffic volumes, and pedestrian and parking activity, result in congested traffic conditions during
the evening peak period.

FIRTH STERLING AVENUE SE

Firth  Sterling  Avenue  SE  is  a  four-lane  collector  road  that  runs
southwest to northeast from South Capitol Street (Anacostia Naval
Station Entrance) to the I-295 northbound on-ramp just north of
Howard Road. Firth Sterling Avenue is a major route for motorists and
pedestrians traveling between the Anacostia Naval Annex, the
Anacostia Metrorail station, and Historic Anacostia. It also provides
access  to  the  Barry  Farm  neighborhood.  The  speed  limit  for
Firth Sterling Avenue is 25 mph.

HOWARD ROAD SE

Howard Road SE is a four-lane collector road that runs southeast from
South Capitol Street to Bowen Road, traveling under I-295. Vehicles are
permitted  to  park  along  both  sides  of  Howard  Road  west  of  I-295.
Traveling  westbound  on  Howard  Road  is  the  most  direct  route  from
southbound I-295 to downtown DC (via northbound South Capitol Street). Howard Road also provides access to the
Anacostia Metrorail station and garage. The speed limit along Howard Road is 25 mph.

Firth Sterling Avenue at Suitland Parkway.

Howard Road at I-295. Howard Road at Anacostia Metrorail Station.
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GOOD HOPE ROAD SE

Good Hope Road SE is an undivided minor arterial running east-west and has a posted speed limit of 25 mph. The roadway
operates with one travel lane in each direction and a parking lane on both sides along most of its length. The quarter-mile
section of Good Hope Road between Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue and Minnesota Avenue has four signalized intersections.
These traffic signals, combined with narrow travel lanes, high peak-hour traffic volumes, and pedestrian and parking activity,
cause Good Hope Road to operate at congested levels during both the AM and PM peak periods.

2.2. BICYCLE FACILITIES

The bicycle network for the project area is based on DDOT bicycle route data. A range of bicycle routes located in the project
area were completed by 2012 as part of the Near-Term Improvements. Many of the Near-Term Improvements have already
been implemented in conjunction with the opening of Nationals Park. Among these improvements are the bicycle lanes
along 1st Street SE. A designated bicycle route runs east along M Street SW until it reaches 1st Street SW, where the route
heads south, turning east on P Street SW, and eventually carries bicyclists across the Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge.
There are no bicycle lanes on these on-road routes, but bicycle route signs indicate that DDOT recommends these routes to
bicyclists. An alternate route is designated along 1st Street SE from I Street to Potomac Avenue and along Potomac Avenue
between 1st Street SE and South Capitol Street. Bicycle lanes are designated along these streets. Signed bicycle routes are
not  present  on  New  Jersey  Avenue  SE  or  M  Street.  However,  an  interim  Anacostia  Riverwalk  Trail  sign  is  located  at  the
intersection of M Street SE and 1st Street SE. The sign directs bicyclists down 1st Street toward the Anacostia River. There is
also a bicycle route sign at the intersection of M Street SW and 1st Street SW. The sign directs bicyclists down 1st Street SW,
P Street, and Half Street SW toward the Anacostia River. From 1st Street SW to South Capitol Street, P Street is designated as
an on-street bicycle route and is signed as such. Eastbound bicyclists are instructed to ride on the sidewalk between Half
Street SW and South Capitol Street because this segment of roadway is one-way westbound. On the east side of the
Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge, the bicycle route coming off of the bridge splits into two routes. Bicyclists can either
continue south alongside South Capitol Street on an asphalt trail, which tapers down to a narrow width, or make a sharp
turn to head north to Poplar Point and points east. These bicycle routes are indirect and one path crosses several vehicular
ramps between Anacostia Drive, Howard Road, and South Capitol Street without adequate driver warning.

A designated on-street bicycle route extends along Anacostia Drive, through Anacostia Park along the U.S. Capitol Police
Headquarters entrance, and down the Metrorail parking garage roadway to Howard Road. Although no bicycle route signs
presently  exist  identifying  this  route,  improvements  are  proposed  for  this  area.  Howard  Road  is  designated  as  a  signed
bicycle route west of Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue and along Sheridan Road to the east, where it connects to a trail along
Suitland Parkway. Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue SE does not provide bicycle lanes. Suitland Parkway does not provide
bicycle  facilities  within  the  project  area.  An  asphalt  trail  is  present  on  the  north  side  of  Suitland  Parkway  southeast  of  the
project area.

The  District  of  Columbia  Bicycle  Master  Plan  (DDOT 2005)  categorizes  bicycle  level  of  service  (LOS)  for  major  roads  in  the
city. Bicycle LOS is described on a scale from A to F, with A being the most comfortable bicycling conditions and F being the
least. The document identifies South Capitol Street and Firth Sterling Avenue SE as having an LOS of E; I Street, M Street, and
Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue as LOS D; and New Jersey Avenue is considered LOS C.

Capital  Bikeshare  is  a  regional  program that  provides  customers  access  to  bicycles  for  a  designated  period  of  time and its
only goal is to increase the modes of transportation available throughout the region.  Bikesharing in Washington began in
2008 with Smartbike DC – ten stations and 100 bicycles, the predecessor of the current program.  Currently, there are 140
stations for use around the region including four stations within the study area – M Street and New Jersey Avenue (Navy
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Yard), 1st Street and K Street, 1st Street and N Street (Nationals Park and the Anacostia Metro station). Figure 2-2
summarizes bicycle facilities within the project area.

FIGURE 2-2: EXISTING BICYCLE FACILITIES
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2.3. PEDESTRIAN NETWORK

Sidewalks are located along both sides of South Capitol  Street on the west side of the Anacostia River,  including along the
west side of Nationals Park. Designated pedestrian crossings on South Capitol Street are located at the I Street, M Street, N
Street, O Street, and P Street intersections. There is a grade-separated intersection at South Capitol Street and M Street and
a median barrier on South Capitol Street in the vicinity of the intersection. Although this intersection restricts east-west
pedestrian crossings between L Street and N Street, the remainder of South Capitol Street on the west side of the Anacostia
River is at-grade. Pedestrian crossings are located at several locations near Nationals Park.

At the intersection of South Capitol Street and I Street, pedestrians travel between the Best Western Hotel, McDonald’s,
Exxon, and other nearby services. Poor crosswalks and a lack of handicapped-accessible ramps in the street median are
impediments to safe pedestrian travel within this portion of the project area. The only pedestrian facility that connects
South Capitol  Street to points north of I  Street is  a pedestrian tunnel under the SE-SW Freeway on the west side of South
Capitol Street. In addition to being poorly marked, this tunnel is poorly lit and not well maintained. Pedestrians cross the
Anacostia River using 4-foot-wide concrete shared-use sidewalks along each side of the Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge.
East of the Anacostia River, DDOT classifies South Capitol Street as a freeway and, therefore, pedestrian facilities are not
present. The sidewalk on the south side of the bridge continues along the ramp that becomes southbound South Capitol
Street,  changing  from a  concrete  sidewalk  to  a  narrow asphalt  path.  The  sidewalk  on  the  east  side  of  the  bridge  does  not
provide a direct link between the neighborhoods to the west and areas east of the river, including Anacostia Park and the
Anacostia Metrorail station. To access these destinations from the Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge, a pedestrian must
navigate a winding asphalt path that crosses roadway ramps at-grade.

PEDESTRIAN MOVEMENTS

Pedestrian counts in the project area reveal that the busiest locations during weekdays for pedestrians within the South
Capitol Street Project area are the two Metrorail station entrances: Howard Road at the Anacostia Metrorail station and
New Jersey Avenue and M Street, which is the location of one of the Navy Yard-Ballpark Metrorail station entrances. Other
intersections with high pedestrian activity include Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue SE and Howard Road, and 1st  Street SW
and M Street. During baseball season and other special events that occur at Nationals Park, pedestrian flows increase along
Half  Street  SE,  1st  Street  SE,  Tingey  Street  SE,  and  N  Street  SE.  Visitors  en  route  to  Nationals  Park  emerge  from  both
entrances of the Navy Yard-Ballpark Metrorail station and proceed along Half Street SE and 1st Street SE. Other visitors using
the Nats Express Shuttle walk from the drop-off at 300 M Street SE through the grounds of the USDOT complex to Tingey
Street SE and then N Street SE to access Nationals Park.

Pedestrian counts in the South Capitol Street Project area were conducted at key locations and for several previous efforts
including counts conducted for the St. Elizabeths TTR in 2009, the South Capitol Street FEIS, the Akridge Ballpark Site (Square
700) in 2008, and the Southwest Waterfront Study in 2010. The weekday AM and PM peak hour counts are summarized in
Table 2-2
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TABLE 2-2: WEEKDAY PEDESTRIAN INTERSECTION COUNTS AND MOVEMENTS

Intersection
East-West

Movements
North-South
Movements

AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak
South Capitol Street at I Street 23 38 59 24
New Jersey Avenue at M Street 1016 1450 1116 810
South Capitol Street at M Street 40 182 69 66
1st Street SW at M Street 58 88 37 43
1st Street SE at M Street 121 127 40 48
South Capitol Street at N Street 15 30 21 20
Suitland Parkway at Firth Sterling Avenue SE 87 89 0 0
Howard Road SE at Anacostia Metro Station 204 240 111 217
Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue SE at Howard Road SE 97 99 105 43
Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue SE at Sumner Road SE 77 67 32 27
Source: St. Elizabeths TTR 2009 Counts, South Capitol Street 2008 Counts, Akridge Ballpark Site (Square 700) 2008 Counts, Southwest
Waterfront Study 2010

2.4. TRANSIT SERVICES

TRANSIT

WMATA provides rail and bus transit service to areas within the District of Columbia, Maryland, and Virginia. Rail service
hours are 5:00 AM to midnight on weekdays and 7:00 AM to midnight on weekends, with service extended until 3:00 AM on
Friday and Saturday nights in the project area. Bus service hours depend on the route. The transit facilities in the study area
are depicted in Figure 2-3.

Metrorail

Three Metrorail stations are located in the project area.  The entrance to the Capitol South station is at 1st and D Streets
SE. The station is on the Orange and Blue Lines, which run east-west in a tunnel beneath D Street. The Navy Yard-Ballpark
station has two entrances on M Street SE, one at New Jersey Avenue and another at Half Street SE. It is on the Green Line,
which runs east-west in a tunnel beneath M Street. On the east side of the Anacostia River, the Anacostia station on the
Green Line is located approximately beneath Howard Road.  This station has two entrances, one at a parking garage on the
north  side  of  the  I-295  and  one  at  a  bus  drop-off  area  on  the  south  side.  In  2013,  WMATA  data,  as  shown  in Table 2-3,
indicates that the average weekday passenger boardings at the Anacostia Metrorail station were 6,607, while Navy
Yard-Ballpark had 10,293, and Capitol South had 9,447 persons per day, respectively.

In general, the ridership at the Anacostia station has decreased from previous years, with the exception of ridership during
the PM off-peak period. Conversely, the ridership at Navy Yard-Ballpark station has increased for all periods from the
previous levels. The growth in ridership, especially during the peak period, is most likely caused by the increase in
residential, government office, and business developments surrounding this station. In addition, the substantial growth in
ridership during the PM off-peak period more than likely reflects proximity of the Nationals Park to the station.
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FIGURE 2-3: METRORAIL LINES AND BUS ROUTES

Source: South Capitol Street FEIS Figure 3-20
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TABLE 2-3: 2013 METRORAIL RIDERSHIP OF STATIONS IN THE PROJECT AREA

Station Entry/Exit
Average Weekday Statistics

AM Peak AM
Off-Peak PM Peak PM Off-Peak Average

Daily

Anacostia Entry 2,740 935 1,432 1,500 6,607
Exit 1,172 593 2,653 2,333 6,751

Navy Yard-
Ballpark

Entry 986 541 3,937 4,829 10,293

Exit 3,640 715 4,283 2,320 10,958

Capitol South Entry 902 673 5,078 2,794 9,447
Exit 4,834 1,977 1,464 1,875 10,151

Source: WMATA

METROBUS

Metrobus service operates both through and across the project area. Four bus routes operate along South Capitol Street in
the project area, offering a combination of both peak and off-peak service on weekdays and some Saturday service. Route
A9 travels from the Livingston Loop at the District line to L’Enfant Plaza. Routes P17 and P19 operates from Oxon Hill in
Maryland, and Route W13 runs from Bock Road.  Additional routes operate along the project area to connect to the
Anacostia Metrorail station from the south. Table 2-4 provides ridership information about the Metrobus routes serving the
project area.

DC CIRCULATOR

The DC Circulator is a bus transit service serving the Washington region. It is a public/private venture between DDOT,
WMATA, and DC Surface Transit, Inc. (a consortium of several Business Improvement Districts, the Washington, DC
Convention & Tourism Corporation, and the NCPC). There are five routes, including one serving the project area. The Union
Station – Navy Yard Station line enters the project area from the east along M Street SE to the Navy Yard-Ballpark Metrorail
station,  then  turns  north  on  1st  Street  SE,  then  west  on  I  Street  SE,  then  south  on  New Jersey  Avenue SE,  and  then west
along M Street SE toward Union Station. The Circulator route operates from 6 AM to 7 PM on weekdays (and until midnight
on Washington Nationals game days) with an average weekday ridership in February 2012 of 1,638. The Union Station –
Navy Yard Circulator route replaces the Metrobus N22 route.

COMMUTER BUS

Maryland Transit Administration (MTA) commuter buses serve the project area. MTA Route 901 and Route 907 provide
service from La Plata and Waldorf, Maryland, to downtown D.C. The buses make a return trip to Maryland via the Frederick
Douglass  Memorial  Bridge  and  I-295.  MTA  Routes  902,  903,  and  904  provide  service  to  the  District  of  Columbia  using
Suitland Parkway and the Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge.

Omniride commuter buses, operated by the Potomac and Rappahannock Transportation Commission, also serve the project
area as it provides service to and from Prince William and Stafford Counties to D.C. Omniride’s Dale City-Washington Navy
Yard route runs along M Street from Waterside Mall  to the Navy Yard during the peak hours and operates at headways of
approximately 30 minutes during the AM and PM, which results in six bus trips.
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TABLE 2-4: METROBUS ROUTES SERVICE IN THE PROJECT AREA

Line Route
Metrorail Stops
in Project Area Service Service Type

FY 2012
Weekday
Average

Ridership
Anacostia-Congress Heights A2, A6, A7,

A8, A42,
A46, A48

Anacostia, Navy
Yard-Ballpark

Monday to
Sunday

Full 11,440

Anacostia-Fort Drum†† A4, W5 Anacostia Monday to
Sunday

Full 2,987

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave.
Limited Line†

A9 Anacostia, Navy
Yard-Ballpark
Station

Monday to
Friday

AM and PM Peak
Only

-

Bladensburg Road-Anacostia B2 Anacostia Monday to
Sunday

Full 7,071

Duke Ellington School of Arts D51 - Monday to
Friday

6:53 AM to 7:45AM
only

N/A

Anacostia-Eckington††† P6 Anacostia, Navy
Yard-Ballpark

Monday to
Sunday

Full 2,672

Oxon Hill-Ft. Washington P17, P18,
P19

Anacostia Monday to
Friday

AM and PM Peak
Only

1,330

Minnesota Avenue-Anacostia U2 Anacostia Monday to
Saturday

6:00 AM to 10:00
PM

2,388

Fairfax Village-L'Enfant Plaza V5 - Monday to
Friday

AM and PM Peak
only

587

Minnesota Avenue-M Street V7, V8, V9 Navy Yard-
Ballpark

Monday to
Sunday

Full 4,130

United Medical
Center-Anacostia

W2, W3 Anacostia Monday to
Sunday

Full 2,529

Garfield-Anacostia Loop W6, W8 Anacostia Monday to
Sunday

Full 2,170

Bock Road W13, W14 Anacostia Monday to
Friday

Daytime only 809

Pennsylvania Avenue 32, 36 Capitol South Monday to
Sunday

Full 13,283

Pennsylvania Avenue Limited 39 Capitol South Monday to
Friday

AM and PM Peak
Only

676

Convention Center-Southwest
Waterfront

74 - Monday to
Sunday

Full 1,393

U Street-Garfield 90, 92, 93 Anacostia Monday to
Sunday

Full 12,320

Stanton Road 94 Anacostia Monday to
Sunday

Full 1,558

Source: WMATA 2013
†Route A9 has been changed from the South Capitol Street line to MetroExtra Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue line (limited stop service) in
March 2013
††Route A4 was modi ed and route A5 replaced by W5 in March 2013
†††Route P1,2,6 has been restructured to route P6 since fall of 2012
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2.5. TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC ANALYSIS

2.5.1. Traffic Patterns in Project Area

Most of the motorized traffic on the South Capitol Street corridor is commuter traffic passing through the project area into
the Monumental Core area.  The majority of commuter traffic travels between the SE/SW Freeway, I-395, and the
Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge. For example, in the morning peak period, 71 percent of the vehicles traveling north on
South Capitol  Street at I  Street exit  onto the ramp to the SE/SW Freeway and the Third Street Tunnel.  Traffic patterns will
change as planned development, such as the Southeast Federal Center and others, occurs in the project area.

Using traffic data from previous studies, other South Capitol Street studies, and the Metropolitan Washington Council of
Governments (MWCOG) regional travel demand model, travel patterns for the South Capitol Street corridor were analyzed.

In the morning peak hour, the majority of the northbound traffic crossing the Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge is
destined  for  either  the  SE/SW Freeway (11  percent)  or  the  I-395  expressway  (19  percent).   In  the  evening  peak  hour,  the
majority of southbound traffic north of I Street is destined for I-295 (19 percent), Suitland Parkway (16 percent), or South
Capitol Street south of the Anacostia River (26 percent).  A large volume of commuter traffic uses Howard Road to access
South Capitol Street from southbound I-295.  The southbound I-295 ramp does not exit at Suitland Parkway but does exit at
Howard Road SE, thus making Howard Road from I-295 to the Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge a commuter route.

SOUTH CAPITOL STREET - NORTH OF I STREET

The majority of southbound traffic approaching the South Capitol Street and I Street intersection comes from the SE/SW
Freeway entrance ramp during the morning and the evening peak periods.  Of these southbound vehicles, 53 percent come
from the SE/SW Freeway and 47 percent come from the I-395 tunnel during evening peak hour.  It is 60 percent and 40
percent during morning peak hour.

The majority of northbound traffic traveling through this intersection in the morning and evening peak periods are destined
to  the  SE/SW Freeway and I-395  instead  of  traveling  on  South  Capitol  Street.  Of  these  northbound vehicles,  37  percent  of
the AM peak hour and 54 percent of the PM peak hour exit South Capitol Street to the SE/SW Freeway. The remaining traffic
continues onto I-395.

SOUTH CAPITOL STREET AND I STREET

The majority of the traffic at this intersection is traveling through on South Capitol Street. The turning movements at this
intersection make up a small percentage of the overall traffic, as left turn movements are not allowed from South Capitol
Street.

SOUTH CAPITOL STREET AND M STREET

Of the vehicles traveling on mainline South Capitol Street in the morning peak hour, the majority travel northbound.  In
addition, a proportion of the northbound traffic travels west on M Street SW.  Of the northbound vehicles, approximately
22  percent  of  the  traffic  in  the  morning  peak  hour  travels  west  to  M  Street  SW.   In  the  evening  peak  hour  in  the  peak
direction, the vast majority of southbound traffic will continue south across the Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge. This
suggests that mostly commuters are traveling on South Capitol Street during the peak periods.

In the morning peak hour, the majority of vehicles that travel west on M Street SE continue through the intersection with
South Capitol Street.  Approximately 92 percent of the westbound M Street SE traffic travels through in the evening peak
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hour.  Of the eastbound M Street SW traffic, 44 percent travels through the intersection in the morning peak hour, based on
2005 volume counts, as compared to 61 percent in the evening peak hour.  The majority of the traffic coming from the west
during the evening peak hour turns right onto southbound South Capitol Street.

SOUTH CAPITOL STREET AT N AND O STREETS

Trucks and bus traffic volumes were counted at the northbound and southbound South Capitol Street ramps at N Street and
O  Street.  Because  of  limited  access,  relatively  low  volumes  of  traffic  use  these  ramps.  During  the  AM  peak  hour,  a  small
percentage of northbound trucks and buses turn right onto N Street, destined for industrial facilities to the south.

SOUTH CAPITOL STREET EAST OF THE ANACOSTIA RIVER

Of  the  southbound South  Capitol  Street  traffic  traveling  across  the  Anacostia  River,  37  percent  of  vehicles  in  the  morning
and 28 percent in the evening peak hour continue on South Capitol Street. In the morning peak hour, 13 percent of traffic
exits onto southbound I-295 and 50 percent exits onto southbound Suitland Parkway.  Similarly, in the evening peak hour,
20 percent of traffic exits onto southbound I-295 South and 52 percent exits onto southbound Suitland Parkway.

Approximately 17 percent of the morning peak hour traffic traveling northbound across the Frederick Douglass Memorial
Bridge on South Capitol Street originated from South Capitol Street to the south, 58 percent originated from northbound
Suitland Parkway, and 25 percent originated from the Howard Road ramp.  A similar distribution exists in the evening peak
hour.  In the evening peak hour, the percent of traffic originating from South Capitol Street, Suitland Parkway, and Howard
Road is 28, 32, and 40, respectively.

SUITLAND PARKWAY AT FIRTH STERLING AVENUE

According to 2009 traffic volume counts, the majority of vehicles travel westbound on Firth Sterling Avenue in the morning
peak hour and eastbound in the evening peak hour. Similarly, a majority of commuters travel northbound on Suitland
Parkway in the morning peak hour, while the majority travels southbound on Suitland Parkway during the evening peak
hour.

MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. AVENUE AND HOWARD ROAD

According to 2009 traffic volume counts, the majority of vehicles travel northbound on Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue in the
morning peak hour and southbound in the evening peak hour.  In the morning peak hour, the majority of traffic on Martin
Luther King, Jr. Avenue travel either to I-295 via Howard Road or through Historic Anacostia to the 11th Street Bridges.  It is
also noted from the traffic counts that traffic from points south on Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue divert to Firth Sterling
Avenue using the local Sumner Road as a cut-through.  DDOT has made efforts to calm traffic on Sumner Road by installing
a series of speed humps on this road.

2.5.2. Daily and Peak Hour Volumes

Average daily traffic (ADT) and intersection turning-movement count data were collected at most intersections in the project
area between November 2009 and February 2010. Turning movement counts were conducted at all signalized intersections
in the project area east of the Anacostia River and included pedestrian counts and vehicle classification data. ADT and
peak-hour  volume  counts  were  collected  on  highway  mainlines,  as  well  as  ramps  to  and  from  I-295,  I-395,  and  the  11th
Street  Bridges,  Suitland  Parkway,  and  the  Frederick  Douglass  Memorial  Bridge.  Vehicular  classification  counts  were  also
conducted on these same highways and on South Capitol Street just south of Potomac Avenue. Field data collected in
November  2010  indicate  a  typical  weekday  traffic  volume  of  65,045  vehicles  crossing  the  Frederick  Douglass  Memorial
Bridge. ADT values for other key locations in the project area are presented in Table 2-5.
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Traffic volumes were recorded manually during the morning and evening peak periods for several roadway links in the South
Capitol Street corridor in 2009 and 2010. These counts were conducted between 6:00 and 9:00 AM and between 3:00 and
6:00 PM. Table 2-6 presents the results of the revised Existing Conditions traffic volumes, which is a combination of the peak
hour counts and the MWCOG travel demand model runs for 2010.

Figure 2-4 shows the 24-hour traffic for northbound South Capitol  Street at the Frederick Douglass Memorial  Bridge based
on the 2009 traffic counts. Figure 2-5 shows the 24-hour traffic for southbound South Capitol Street at the Frederick
Douglass Memorial Bridge.  The northbound South Capitol Street flow peaks at 6:30 AM, and the peak period, as shown by
the blue area, extends from 5:30 AM to 8:00 AM. In the southbound direction, traffic peaks at 5:30 PM, and the peak period
extends from 3:00 PM to 6:30 PM.

TABLE 2-5: EXISTING DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES IN THE PROJECT AREA (2010)

Segments in the Project Area 2010 Existing Forecast

South Capitol Street Corridor Southbound
I-395 SB ramp to SB South Capitol Street 10,935
I-395 NB (EB SW Freeway) ramp to SB South Capitol Street 6,705
SB South Capitol Street south of I Street 22,300
SB South Capitol Street south of N Street 16,220
Suitland Parkway south of Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue 25,020
SB South Capitol Street south of Suitland Parkway 10,615
SB South Capitol Street ramp to SB Suitland Parkway 18,125
South Capitol Street Corridor Northbound
Suitland Parkway south of Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue 26,500
NB South Capitol Street south of Suitland Parkway 13,735
Howard Road Ramp to NB South Capitol Street 5,065
NB South Capitol Street south of N Street 22,260
NB South Capitol Street south of I Street 28,890
NB South Capitol Street to NB I-395 14,175
NB South Capitol Street to SB I-395 (WB SW Freeway) 8,135
Frederick Douglass (South Capitol Street) Memorial Bridge
Northbound 34,730
Southbound 27,970
I-295 at Suitland Parkway
Northbound 64,530
Southbound 67,070
SE/SW Freeway East of South Capitol Street
Northbound 67,740
Southbound 69,680
11th Street Bridge (Local)
Northbound Under Construction
Southbound Under Construction
11th Street Bridge (Freeway I-695)
Northbound 47,030

Southbound 42,730
Source:   O.R.  George  &  Associates,  MCV  Associates,  KCI  Technologies,  2009/2010;  Version  2.2  of  MWCOG  traffic  model  with
Round 8.0 land use forecasts
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TABLE 2-6: EXISTING PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC VOLUMES IN THE PROJECT AREA (2010)

Segments in the Project Area AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

South Capitol Street Corridor Southbound
I-395 SB ramp to SB South Capitol Street 610 450

I-395 NB (EB SW Freeway) ramp to SB South Capitol Street 900 510

SB South Capitol Street south of I Street 1,875 2,325

SB South Capitol Street south of N Street 1,650 2,640

Suitland Parkway south of Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue 1,085 2,795

SB South Capitol Street south of Suitland Parkway 630 1,105

SB South Capitol Street ramp to SB Suitland Parkway 1,090 2,825

South Capitol Street Corridor Northbound
Suitland Parkway south of Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue 2,755 1,210

NB South Capitol Street south of Suitland Parkway 740 380

Howard Road Ramp to NB South Capitol Street 1,080 540

NB South Capitol Street south of N Street 3,785 1,505

NB South Capitol Street south of I Street 2,845 1,260

NB South Capitol Street to NB I-395 1,430 600

NB South Capitol Street to SB I-395 (WB SW Freeway) 840 695

Frederick Douglass (South Capitol Street) Memorial Bridge
Northbound 4,345 1,330

Southbound 1,085 2,795

I-295 at Suitland Parkway
Northbound 6,220 4,685

Southbound 4,550 5,910

SE/SW Freeway East of South Capitol Street
Northbound 7,235 4,495

Southbound 4,005 5,180

11th Street Bridge (Local)
Northbound Under Construction

Southbound Under Construction

11th Street Bridge (Freeway I-695)
Northbound 5,230 2,650

Southbound 1,920 3,505

Source:  O.R. George & Associates, MCV Associates, KCI Technologies, 2009/2010; Version 2.2 of MWCOG traffic model with Round 8.0
land use forecasts
Note:  Volumes are for the highest one-hour peak within the peak periods: 6:00 to 9:00 AM and 4:00 to 6:00 PM.
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FIGURE 2-4: WEEKDAY TRAFFIC DIURNAL NORTHBOUND SOUTH CAPITOL STREET
SOUTH OF FREDERICK DOUGLASS MEMORIAL BRIDGE

FIGURE 2-5: WEEKDAY TRAFFIC DIURNAL SOUTHBOUND SOUTH CAPITOL STREET
SOUTH OF FREDERICK DOUGLASS MEMORIAL BRIDGE
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PEAK HOUR VOLUMES

The existing condition (2010) AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes are shown in Appendix A.

The existing I-295 at Malcolm X Avenue IJR VISSIM networks included AM and PM peak hour volume inputs for the year 2009
for  I-295  and Suitland  Parkway.  Year  2008 volumes  from the  11th  Street  Bridge  Synchro  models  and  South  Capitol  Street
FEIS VISSIM models were used as inputs for South Capitol Street and I-395 between South Capitol Street and the 11th Street
Bridge.  Published Year 2006 volumes from the 14th Street Bridge corridor Environmental Impact Statement were used as
inputs for I-395 between South Capitol Street and the Tidal basin. Given the recent recession which has led to minimal
changes in traffic volumes in recent years, a 0.5 percent growth rate was applied to year 2009 volumes, a 1 percent growth
rate was applied to year 2008 volumes, and a 2 percent growth rate was applied to the year 2006 volumes to develop year
2010 AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes.
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TRUCK TRAFFIC

As truck traffic volumes have largely remained the same (discounting temporary sporadic fluxes in construction-related truck
traffic), it was assumed for this TTR that the general characteristics for truck percentages presented in several previous
South Capitol Street studies, including the 2007 South Capitol Street TTR, are still valid for this TTR.

According to traffic counts taken west of the Anacostia River, trucks account for up to 8 percent of traffic in the project area
at  various  times  of  the  day.   During  the  morning  peak  periods,  trucks  account  for  2  to  8  percent  of  traffic  west  of  the
Anacostia River.  During the evening peak periods, truck traffic accounts for up to 2 to 3 percent of traffic in the same area.
Therefore, for the purposes of the traffic analyses, and as a conservative measure, an average of 5 percent of overall traffic
throughout the corridor was assumed to be truck traffic. Table shows the actual truck percentages on South Capitol Street
during the peak periods.  Because trucks are restricted from Suitland Parkway and because of the industrial nature of areas
west of the river, the focus of truck counts was taken west of the Anacostia River.

TABLE 2-7: PERCENTAGE OF TRUCK TRAFFIC IN THE SOUTH CAPITOL STREET CORRIDOR
Time
(AM)

AM Peak
Period

AM
Trucks

AM Truck
percent

Time
(PM)

PM Peak
Period

PM
Trucks

PM Truck
percent

Southbound South
Capitol Street south
of I Street

6:00 1,447 53 3.66% 3:00 2,540 72 2.83%
7:00 1,647 67 4.07% 4:00 2,696 45 1.67%
8:00 1,458 89 6.10% 5:00 2,667 36 1.35%
9:00 1,246 104 8.35% 6:00 2,372 15 0.63%

Peak Period 5,798 313 5.40% 1,0275 168 1.64%

Peak Hour 1,685 68 4.04% 2,692 54 2.01%

Northbound South
Capitol Street south
of I Street

6:00 2,326 51 2.19% 3:00 2,052 31 1.51%
7:00 2,756 54 1.96% 4:00 1,992 22 1.10%
8:00 2,837 59 2.08% 5:00 1,742 10 0.57%
9:00 2,377 61 2.57% 6:00 1,673 6 0.36%

Peak Period 10,296 225 2.19% 7,459 69 0.93%

Peak Hour 2,779 54 1.94% 2,093 30 1.43%
Source: South Capitol Street Transportation and Traffic Technical Report – October 2007

Truck traffic in the project area is generated by the industrial facilities south of Potomac Avenue, the Department of Public
Works facilities in the north of the project area at New Jersey Avenue and I Street SE, construction activities at Fort McNair,
and the construction site of the new Washington Nationals Major League Ballpark.  The heaviest volume of truck traffic in
the  project  area  is  generated  by  the  processing  facilities  on  Potomac  Avenue.   From  the  Florida  Rock  site  at  Potomac
Avenue and Half  Street  SE  and from the  Superior  Concrete  and DC Rock  sites  along  Potomac  Avenue and Half  Street  SW,
trucks use the northbound slip ramps to access South Capitol Street and either merge into northbound traffic or make a
U-turn at M Street to access southbound South Capitol Street.  Returning trucks exit off of southbound South Capitol Street
via the southbound slip ramp or turn off of M Street SE onto southbound 1st Street SE.  Because of this circulation pattern,
the intersection of Potomac Avenue and South Capitol Street has the highest concentration of truck turning movements and
activity.

2.6. METHODOLOGY FOR TRAFFIC ANALYSIS

Traffic analysis was carried out using primarily the VISSIM traffic simulation model version 5.4. The entire roadway network
within the project area was modelled to assess traffic operations along arterial streets’ signalized and unsignalized
intersections and along freeways and ramps. In addition, Synchro software version 8.0 was also used in the analysis of traffic
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operations along arterial streets’ signalized and unsignalized intersections. Synchro provides traffic LOS performance
measure based on the Highway Capacity Manual’s2 traffic analysis procedures for average hourly conditions. In contrast,
the VISSIM model is a traffic micro-simulation model, where each vehicle is tracked every second as it passes through a road
network following prevailing traffic control conditions, trip destination pattern, and driver behavior. The DDOT policy
recommends using simulation modeling to accurately evaluate the impacts of freeway access modifications on freeway
mainlines and adjacent ramps. The advantage of using VISSIM for the entire network (both local roadways and freeways) is
the continuity of traffic flows and the ability to understand how upstream and downstream traffic conditions could impact
the overall traffic operations and the operation of each particular segment in the network.

The analysis is based on the Transportation Research Board’s 2010 Highway Capacity Manual (2010 HCM).  LOS  is  an
HCM-based measure that characterizes traffic operational conditions in six letter grades, A through F, with A representing
free flow situations and F representing queuing and flow breakdown conditions. These LOS letter grades are defined based
on different variables for different types of facilities. Table 28 provides the LOS definitions for different freeway facilities,
Table 29 and Table 210 provide the LOS definitions for different urban streets, and Table 211 provides the LOS definitions
for signalized and un-signalized intersections.

TABLE 2-8: FREEWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA
Level of

Service (LOS)
Grade

Freeway Mainline
Traffic Density

Freeway Merge / Diverge
Traffic Density

Freeway Weave
Traffic Density

A  11  10  10
B > 11 - 18 > 10 - 20 > 10 - 20
C > 18 - 26 > 20 - 28 > 20 - 28
D > 26 - 35 > 28 - 35 > 28 - 35
E > 35 - 45 > 35 - 43 > 35 - 43
F > 45 > 43 > 43

Note: Traffic Density values are in passenger cars per mile per lane
Source: Highway Capacity Manual 2010

TABLE 2-9: URBAN STREET LOS CRITERIA (HCM 2010)
Travel Speed as a Percentage
of Base Free-Flow Speed (%)

LOS
(Volume to Capacity Ratio <= 1)

> 85 A
> 67 - 85 B
> 50 - 67 C
> 40 - 50 D
> 30 - 40 E
<= 30 F

Source: Highway Capacity Manual 2010

2 Highway Capacity Manual 2010, Transportation Research Board, Washington, D.C.
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TABLE 2-10: URBAN STREET LOS CRITERIA (HCM 2000)
Urban Street Class: Class I Class II Class III Class IV

Range of free-flow speeds
(miles per hour):

45 to 55 35 to 45 30 to 35 25 to 35

Level of Service (LOS) Grade Average Travel Speed (miles per hour)
A > 42 > 35 > 30 > 25
B > 34 - 42 > 28 - 35 > 24 - 30 > 19 - 25
C > 27 - 34 > 22 - 28 > 18 - 24 > 13 - 19
D > 21 - 27 > 17 - 22 > 14 - 18 > 9 - 13
E > 16 - 21 > 13 - 17 > 10 - 14 > 7 - 9
F  16  13  10  7

Source: Highway Capacity Manual 2010

TABLE 2-11: INTERSECTION LOS CRITERIA
Level of Service (LOS)

Grade
Average Traffic Control Delay

(seconds per vehicle)
Traffic Flow Characteristics

Signalized Intersections
A  10 Most vehicles arrive during the green phase and don’t stop

B > 10 -  20 More vehicles stop, causing higher delay

C > 20 -  35 Vehicle stopping is significant, but many still pass through the
intersection without stopping

D > 35 -  55
Many vehicles stop, and the influence of congestion becomes
more noticeable

E > 55 -  80 Very few vehicles pass through without stopping

F > 80
Considered unacceptable to most drivers. Intersection is not
necessarily over capacity, even though arrivals exceed capacity of
lane groups

Un-Signalized Intersections
A  10 Free flow
B > 10 -  15 Stable flow (slight delays)

C > 15 -  25 Stable flow (acceptable delays)

D > 25 -  35 Approaching unstable flow (tolerable delays)

E > 35 -  50 Unstable flow (intolerable delays)

F > 50
Queuing on minor approaches and not enough gaps of suitable
size to allow safe crossing of major streets. Signal warrants
should be investigated.

Source: Highway Capacity Manual 2010

2.6.1. Model Validation

SYNCHRO

The Synchro model is a deterministic model meaning that the same set of inputs will always yield the same capacity analysis
outputs. Therefore, the model validation process focused on checking the model inputs against available network geometry
data from Google aerials and street view, available signal timing data, available turning movement volumes data, and field
observations. The model validation process also involved checking the Synchro model’s arterial analysis results to available
data related to observed travel time, travel speed and LOS. The Synchro model was primarily validated along the South
Capitol Street. The segment for which validation data was available is listed below:
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South Capitol Street between I Street and Potomac Ave (0.6 miles)

The validation comparisons are shown in Table 22 and Table 2-13.  Given  the  observed  travel  time  is  from  year  2012
conditions and the volume inputs in the Synchro model is from year 2010 conditions, it was not feasible to reduce the model
variances. Overall, the Synchro results were deemed reasonable.

TABLE 2-12: AM PEAK HOUR VALIDATION COMPARISON

Synchro1 Observed2 SkyComp3

Northbound Travel Time 3:09 3:12
Southbound Travel Time 1:46 1:24
Northbound Average Speed (mph) 11 11
Southbound Average Speed (mph) 20 26
Northbound LOS / Rating F F E
Southbound LOS / Rating D C C

Notes:
South Capitol Street IMR Synchro Model
M Street Study 2012 AM peak hour travel time study data (CH2M HILL, 6 March, 2012), Run 3
Traffic Quality Rating, 2011 Traffic Quality Report, SkyComp

TABLE 2-13: PM PEAK HOUR VALIDATION COMPARISON

Synchro1 Observed2 SkyComp3

Northbound Travel Time 1:25 2:41
Southbound Travel Time 10:24 6:49
Northbound Average Speed (mph) 25 13
Southbound Average Speed (mph) 3 5
Northbound LOS / Rating C E C
Southbound LOS / Rating F F F

Notes:
South Capitol Street IMR Synchro Model
M Street Study 2012 PM peak hour travel time study data (CH2M HILL, 6 March, 2012), Run 3
Traffic Quality Rating, 2011 Traffic Quality Report, SkyComp

VISSIM MODEL

The SCS IMR required the development of a VISSIM traffic micro-simulation model to evaluate each alternative and
peak-hour scenario.  VISSIM allows for detailed network coding and route decisions which are critical when calibrating to
congested weaving conditions such as those that exist along I-295 and I-395.  The existing conditions model was developed
for the year 2010 as this was the most recent year before the reconstruction of the I-295 interchange/11th Street Bridge
which is currently affecting traffic patterns in the study area.  The existing conditions VISSIM model combined existing
roadway conditions, data from the South Capitol FEIS VISSIM networks, the I-295 at Malcolm X Avenue Interchange
Justification Report VISSIM networks, 11th Street Bridge Synchro networks, and year 2006 traffic counts from the 14th
Street Bridge Corridor FEIS.

The existing VISSIM networks from the I-295 at Malcolm X Avenue Interchange Justification Report were used as a starting
point in the development of the existing conditions VISSIM networks. The existing VISSIM networks included lane geometry
for I-295 and Suitland Parkway. The lanes and intersection geometry in the existing networks were confirmed via aerial
photography and field inspection. The roadway geometry for South Capitol Street between the Frederick Douglass Memorial
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Bridge and D Street was coded using existing lane geometry from the South Capitol FEIS VISSIM network and field data. I-395
between the 11th Street Bridge and the Tidal Basin was coded using a combination of aerial photography, field data, and
lane geometries from the 11th Street Bridge Synchro files.   The existing VISSIM networks include lane geometry from the
year  2009,  before  the  reconstruction  of  the  11th  Street  Bridge.  A  base  year  of  2010  was  selected  for  existing  conditions
analysis in lieu of the year 2013, as the 11th Street Bridge is currently under construction which is a transient condition and
therefore was not modeled as an existing condition.

The  existing  I-295  at  Malcolm  X  Avenue  IJR  VISSIM  networks  included  existing  AM  and  PM  peak  hour  signal  controller
information for all arterial sections east of the Anacostia River. The signal controllers for South Capitol Street were coded by
copying existing controllers from the I-295 at Malcolm X Avenue IJR VISSIM network that matched the phasing patterns for
the relevant study intersections on South Capitol Street. The AM and PM timing plans for South Capitol Street were then
entered using existing timing plans found in the 11th Street Bridge IMR and hard copies of timing plans provided by DDOT.
The timing plans were also compared to the timing information in the South Capitol  FEIS VISSIM and Synchro networks to
ensure consistency.

Route decisions for the I-295 at Malcolm X Avenue IJR VISSIM networks were developed using a multi-step process
implemented by CH2M HILL. This process began using MWCOG regional model trip tables which were refined and
re-estimated using VISUM and NCHRP 255 procedures to account for the difference between base year observed and
simulated volumes. The re-estimated Origin Destination (OD) tables from VISUM were then used as the inputs for the
VISSIM route decisions.  As the overall model calibration effort was dependent on these route decisions, the existing I-295
at Malcolm X Avenue IJR VISSIM networks were left intact as removing portions of the model would require either a
re-estimation of the OD table to match the revised network structure or replacing the route decisions with peak hour
turning movement count based route decisions which would require the recalibration of the model to replicate the existing
I-295 at Malcolm X Avenue IJR VISSIM models.  The route decisions for South Capitol Street were coded to be consistent
with the route decisions in the South Capitol Street FEIS VISSIM models and modified as necessary to calibrate to field
conditions and count information.  The route decisions for I-395 were developed using the turning movement count
information from the 14th Street Bridge Corridor EIS Report and the 11th Street Bridge IJR Synchro models.

As  the  existing  I-295  at  Malcolm  X  Avenue  IJR  VISSIM  networks  were  validated  to  the  year  2009,  the  initial  focus  of  the
calibration efforts was on I-395 and the South Capitol Street corridors.  VISSIM animations were reviewed and the AM and
PM peak hour models were adjusted until the animations were generally consistent with field observations along I-395 and
South Capitol Street. However, exact duplication of field observations was not undertaken on South Capitol Street and I-395
because of the traffic impacts of the 11th Street Bridge reconstruction and existing detours, particularly, the Martin Luther
King, Jr. Avenue detour. Field observations were not conducted for validation purposes along I-295 as the construction of
the 11th Street Bridge interchange currently impacts traffic flow in this portion of the study area.

The current validation effort included conducting simulation runs for the AM and PM peak hours and averaging the results
which  were  compared  to  observed  travel  times  from  previous  travel  time  runs  conducted  along  I-295  and  South  Capitol
Street. It should be mentioned that the focus of the model validation effort was in reasonableness checks as opposed to
fitting the model within specific error range. The inherent variability in data because of the mismatch of observed conditions
(2011, 2012, and 2013) versus simulated conditions (2010), made it difficult to force fit the model to any specific measure.
Therefore,  the  model  validation  focus  was  on  checking  visual  animations  and  making  an  assessment  of  overall  model
performance. Adjustments were made to the roadway network, detector placement, signal head placement, vehicle speed
profiles, driver’s behavior parameters, priority rules, reduced speed zones, desired speed decisions, and route decisions as
necessary to ensure the simulations matched field conditions as closely as possible.  The route decisions in particular,
required a number of iterations to the OD patterns to replicate the complex weaving situations on I-395.
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Several Measures of Effectiveness (MOEs) such as volume, travel time, mean speed, traffic density and LOS were checked
and compared to available observed data reported in other studies. These comparisons are presented in Table 2-14, Table
2-15, and Table 26. These tabular comparisons of observed travel time and other operational measures to simulated travel
times and operational measures indicate that the VISSIM model is reasonably reflecting the 2010 peak hour traffic
conditions for the majority of the links. However, the model has spot issues where the volumes are exceeding capacity and
causing merge/diverge bottlenecks. These few upstream bottleneck points are causing significantly lower simulated traffic
volumes along a few downstream segments. However, the existing conditions VISSIM model was deemed reasonably
validated in order to be used as the base model to develop the future conditions models.

TABLE 2-14: MODEL VS. OBSERVED TRAVEL TIME

Roadway and Travel
Direction From To Distance

(ft)

Observed
2012

Travel
Time
(sec)

Observed
2012 Avg.

Speed
(mph)

Simulated
2010

Travel
Time (sec)

Simulated
2010 Avg.

Speed
(mph)

AM Peak Hour

S Capitol St (Northbound) Potomac Ave I-695 3,800 151 17.2 105 24.8

S Capitol St (Southbound) I-695 Potomac Ave 3,800 148 17.5 213 12.2

PM Peak Hour

S Capitol St (Northbound) Potomac Ave I-695 3,800 110 23.6 99 26.2

S Capitol St (Southbound) I-695 Potomac Ave 3,800 576 4.5 197 13.1

Note: Observed 2012 travel time data was obtained from the M Street SE/SW Transportation Planning Study and represent average of five
travel time runs conducted on 2/22/2012 & 2/23/2012.
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TABLE 2-15: VISSIM MODEL VALIDATION RESULTS FOR THE EXISTING 2010 AM PEAK HOUR CONDITIONS

Roadway and Travel
Direction From To No. of

Lanes

Input
2010 Peak

Hour
Volume

Simulated
AM Peak

Hour
Volume

Simulated
Mean
Speed
(mph)

Simulated
Avg.

Vehicle
Length (ft)

Simulated
Traffic

Density
(pc/mi/ln)

Simulated
LOS

Observed
2011

Traffic
Density
Range

Observed
2011

Traffic
LOS

I-395
(Northbound) 7th Street

3rd Street
Tunnel
Off-Ramp

5 6,615 6,577 37 17.8 36 E 55 F

I-695 (Eastbound) 3rd St Tunnel
On-Ramp

6th St
Off-Ramp 4 4,005 3,986 41 17.8 24.5 C 18-26 C

I-695 (Westbound) 3rd St Tunnel
Off-Ramp

South Capitol
St On-Ramp 4 5,140 4,572 39 17.8 29.4 D 30-35 D

I-395
(Southbound)

3rd St Tunnel
On-Ramp 7th Street 6 7,465 6,693 40 17.8 28.2 D 35-40 E

S Capitol St
(Northbound) Suitland Parkway Potomac Ave 3 4,345 3243 10 17.8 114 F 105 F

S Capitol St
(Northbound) Potomac Ave P Street 2 3,770 2,771 24 17.8 37.7 C 40-45 E

S Capitol St
(Southbound) P Street Potomac Ave 2 1,755 1,683 12 17.8 46.5 E 18-26 C

S Capitol St
(Southbound) Potomac Ave Suitland

Parkway 2 1,720 1,650 33 17.8 25 A 18-26 C

11th St Bridge
(Northbound) I-295 I-695 4 5,230 4,296 30 17.8 36.1 E 100 F

11th St Bridge
(Southbound) I-695 I-295 4 1,920 1712 19 17.8 22.8 C 11-18 B

Notes: Observed 2011 traffic conditions data are from the MWCOG’s Traffic Survey - Spring 2011 Report (prepared by Skycomp).

pc/mi/ln - vehicles per mile per lane
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TABLE 2-16: VISSIM MODEL VALIDATION RESULTS FOR THE EXISTING 2010 PM PEAK HOUR CONDITIONS

Facility From To No. of
Lanes

Input
2010 Peak

Hour
Volume

Simulated
PM Peak

Hour
Volume

Simulated
Mean
Speed
(mph)

Simulated
Avg.

Vehicle
Length (ft)

Simulated
Traffic

Density
(pc/mi/ln)

Simulated
LOS

Observed
2011

Traffic
Density
Range

Observed
2011

Traffic
LOS

I-395 (Northbound)
7th Street 3rd Street

Tunnel
Off-Ramp

5 5,585 5,252 21 17.8 49 F
110 F

I-695 (Eastbound) 3rd St Tunnel
On-Ramp

6th St
Off-Ramp

4 5,180 4,904 38 17.8 31.9 D 105 F

I-695 (Westbound) 3rd St Tunnel
Off-Ramp

South Capitol
St On-Ramp

4 2,130 1,525 37 17.8 10.2 A 60 F

I-395 (Southbound) 3rd St Tunnel
On-Ramp

7th Street 6 6,265 5,577 39 17.8 23.8 C 120 F

S Capitol St
(Northbound)

Suitland Parkway Potomac Ave 3 1,330 1,288 23 17.8 27.2 B 11-18 B

S Capitol St
(Northbound)

Potomac Ave P Street 2 1,450 1283 17 17.8 25.6 D 11-18 B

S Capitol St
(Southbound)

P Street Potomac Ave 2 2,975 1,912 5 17.8 117.5 F 145 F

S Capitol St
(Southbound)

Potomac Ave Suitland
Parkway

2 3,930 2,477 25 17.8 49.2 B 65 F

11th St Bridge
(Northbound)

I-295 I-695 4 2,650 2,384 16 17.8 36.9 E 18-26 C

11th St Bridge
(Southbound)

I-695 I-295 4 3,505 2,904 11 17.8 69.1 F 85 F

Notes: Observed 2011 traffic conditions data are from the MWCOG’s Traffic Survey - Spring 2011 Report (prepared by Skycomp).
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2.7. ARTERIAL TRAFFIC OPERATIONS

This section presents the LOS results for the arterial intersections in the study area based on 2010 traffic conditions. Figure
2-6 depicts  all  the  intersections  within  the  project  area  that  were  analyzed  as  part  of  this  TTR. Table 2-17 summarizes
average intersection delay (in seconds per vehicle) and levels of service based on HCM 2010 thresholds for both AM and PM
2010 existing conditions as resulted from the VISSIM analysis.  A summary of the intersection analysis is also depicted in
Figure 2-6.

FIGURE 2-6: SIGNALIZED AND UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS WITHIN THE PROJECT AREA

Because this is an urban environment with a constrained transportation network, LOS A through D are considered
acceptable, while LOS E and F are unacceptable.

2.7.1. Intersection Delays and Level of Service

During the morning peak hour, five intersections operate at unacceptable performance thresholds. Three intersections
operate under failing traffic conditions (LOS F), with more than 80 seconds of delay per vehicle:

Firth Sterling Ave at Barry Road / I-295 NB off-ramp
Howard Road at I-295 SB off-ramp
South Capitol Street at Suitland Parkway / Howard Road west of I-295 interchange
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TABLE 2-17: 2010 EXISTING INTERSECTION TRAFFIC OPERATIONS
Delay

(Sec/Veh)  LOS
Delay

(Sec/Veh) LOS

7th St SW and Capitol Square Pl SW/ I-395 Ramp 8 A 2 A
7th St SW and Frontage Rd SW 8 A 8 A
7th St SW and E St SW 5 A 5 A
South Capitol St and Potomac Ave 76 E 58 E
South Capitol St and P St 10 B 36 D
South Capitol St and O St 1 A 34 C
South Capitol St and N St 10 A 83 F
South Capitol St and M St 41 D 87 F
South Capitol St and L St 7 A 11 B
South Capitol St and K St 7 A 39 E
South Capitol St and I St 13 B 48 D
South Capitol St SB and I-395 Ramp 13 B 272 F
South Capitol St and Virginia Ave 7 A 62 E
South Capitol St and E St/ Washington Ave 19 B 65 E
South Capitol St and Canal St/ Washington Ave 10 B 25 C
3rd St SE and WB Virginia Ave SE/ I-695 Ramp 43 D 307 F
5th St SE and EB Virginia Ave SE/ I-695 Ramp 13 B 34 C
8th St SE and EB Virginia Ave SE/ I-695 Ramp 12 B 19 B
8th St SE and I St SE 8 A 11 B
11th St SE and N St SE 36 D 85 F
11th St SE and M St SE 26 C 60 E
11th St SE and I St SE 9 A 15 B
12th St SE and M St SE 2 A 53 D
South Capitol St and Martin Luther King Jr. Ave 69 E 23 C
Malcolm X Ave SE and 2nd St SE 20 C 17 C
Martin Luther King Jr. Ave SE and Gate 1 West Campus/ UCC Visitor East 2 A 3 A
Martin Luther King Jr. Ave SE and Sumner Rd SE/ Stanton Rd SE 10 B 8 A
South Capitol St and Firth Sterling Ave 25 C 35 C
Firth Sterling Ave SE and West Access Rd 2 A 35 D
Firth Sterling Ave SE and Barry Rd SE 94 F 14 B
Suitland Pkwy and Firth Sterling Ave SE 72 E 25 C
Howard Rd SE and Anacostia Metro Parking Garage 12 B 14 B
Howard Rd SE and Firth Sterling Ave SE 27 C 20 C
Howard Rd SE and Anacostia Metro Station 23 C 25 C
Martin Luther King Jr. Ave SE and Howard Rd SE 36 D 62 E
Martin Luther King Jr. Ave SE and Talbert St SE 4 A 8 A
Martin Luther King Jr. Ave SE and Morris Rd SE/ Chicago St SE 25 C 13 B
Martin Luther King Jr. Ave SE and Pleasant St SE/ Maple View Pl SE 24 C 23 C
Martin Luther King Jr. Ave SE and W St SE 17 B 14 B
Martin Luther King Jr. Ave SE and U St SE 8 A 14 B
Martin Luther King Jr. Ave SE and Good Hope Rd SE 47 D 121 F
Good Hope Rd SE and 13th St SE 57 E 67 E
Suitland Pkwy and Stanton Rd SE 69 E 56 E
South Capitol St and Suitland Pkwy/ Howard Rd 205 F 11 B
Malcolm X Ave SE and I-295 NB Ramps 3 A 9 A
South Capitol St SB Ramps and Malcolm X Ave 16 B 17 B
South Capitol St NB Ramps and Malcolm X Ave 29 C 8 A
M St SW and Half St SW 9 A 103 F
M St SE and Half St SE 13 B 11 B
South Capitol St and Parking Lot (beneath I-695) 3 A 73 E
5th St SE and Virginia Ave SE 8 A 28 C
Howard Rd SE and I-295 SB Ramp 86 F 42 D

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Intersection
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The last of these three intersections is by far the worst-performing, with an average delay of 205 seconds per vehicle. This is
mainly because of the signalized merge of two converging commuter routes with heavy inbound traffic. Two additional
intersections operate at LOS E, which although not failing, still exceeds the acceptable level of service for peak-hour
conditions for an urban intersection:

Suitland Parkway at Firth Sterling Avenue SE

South Capitol Street at Potomac Avenue

The poor levels of service along northbound South Capitol Street and upstream westbound Suitland Parkway reflect the
heavy commuter movements from Southeast DC and Maryland, heading across the Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge
toward the employment centers in the District. The poor levels of service at ramp intersections along I-295 at Howard Road /
Suitland Parkway reflect the poor existing configuration of interchange ramps that concentrate heavy traffic flows along this
local roadway.

During the evening peak hour, ten intersections operate at unacceptable conditions. The following four intersections
operate under failing traffic conditions LOS F:

South Capitol Street at I-395 off-ramps (southbound only)

South Capitol Street at M Street

M Street at Half Street SW

South Capitol Street at N Street

An additional six intersections operate at an unacceptable LOS E:

South Capitol Street at E Street/Washington Avenue

South Capitol Street at Virginia Avenue SE

South Capitol Street at Parking Lot Entrance (beneath I-695 overpass)

South Capitol Street at K Street

South Capitol Street at Potomac Avenue

Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue and Howard Road/Sheridan Road

The poor levels of service at intersections along South Capitol Street reflect the heavy commuter movements along
southbound South Capitol Street (three lanes) across the Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge (two lanes) from the
employment centers of the District. The poor levels of service at Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue and Howard Road reflect the
concentration of traffic along this local roadway because of the poor intersection geometry (with Sheridan Road as a fifth
leg) and also as a result of the volume of bicycle, pedestrian, and transit traffic associated with the adjacent Anacostia Metro
station.

2.7.2. Intersection Approach Queues

As a result of delays at the intersections, vehicle queues form on the intersection approaches. Queue lengths longer than
300 ft (at least 12 vehicles), as recorded in the VISSIM models, occur on several approaches during the morning and evening
peak periods, as shown in Table 2-18. Queues are generally found during the morning peak period in the northbound
direction along Suitland Parkway and South Capitol Street at nearly every intersection from Firth Sterling Avenue (worst AM
location) to I Street and the I-395 ramps (worst PM location). Other major queues are observed in the morning peak period
on Potomac Avenue, the I-395 ramps, and along Howard Road. During the evening peak period, southbound queues are
observed  along  South  Capitol  Street  on  the  I-395  ramps,  at  I  Street,  N  Street,  P  Street  and  Potomac  Avenue,  on  Suitland
Parkway at Firth Sterling Avenue, and on Howard Road at Firth Sterling Avenue and at Martin Luther King, Jr.  Avenue. This
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queuing is consistent with the heavy commuter flows along Suitland Parkway and South Capitol Street and the heavy traffic
demand on Howard Road accessing the I-295 ramps. They also reflect the resulting directional nature of traffic.
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TABLE 2-18: EXISTING AVERAGE QUEUE LENGTHS FOR INTERSECTIONS IN THE PROJECT AREA (2010)

Int.
# Intersection Name

Approach
Direction Movement Storage

(ft)

AM
Average
Queue

(ft)

AM 95th
Percentile
Queue (ft)

PM
Average

Queue (ft)

PM 95th
Percentile
Queue (ft)

2010 Existing Condition

1159 S Capitol St/Canal St
NB

LT 100 107 224 92 199
TH 100 107 225 92 200

SB LT-TH-RT 330 16 61 13 58
WB LT-TH-RT 130 25 63 16 56

1091
S Capitol St/E

St/Washington Ave
SW

NB LT-TH-RT 265 66 133 46 91
EB LT-TH-RT 145 23 77 110 149

SEB LT-TH-RT 200 35 66 195 230
SB LT-TH-RT 90 15 47 27 64

1057 S Capitol St/Virginia
Ave

NB LT-TH-RT 160 25 84 24 65
EB LT-TH-RT 180 8 41 17 66
SB LT-TH-RT 250 2 18 232 385
WB LT-TH-RT 280 39 89 30 88

1130 S Capitol St/I-395
On-ramp

NB TH 540 12 56 9 42
RT (Garage) 150 16 53 47 92

EB RT (Ramp) 1200 22 159 2064 5296
SB TH-RT 170 3 19 217 300

1090 S Capitol St/I St

NB TH-RT 220 294 693 165 455

EB
LT-TH 360 148 270 266 279

RT 360 152 273 269 283
SB TH-RT 190 97 186 378 395
WB LT-TH-RT 315 88 190 125 226

1135 S Capitol St/K St
EB LT-TH-RT 180 4 25 0 0
WB LT-TH-RT 200 0 0 0 0

1079 S Capitol St/L St

NB LT-TH-RT 270 0 0 0 0
EB LT-TH-RT 190 5 20 22 47
SB TH-RT 270 0 0 0 0
WB LT-TH-RT 220 3 21 8 25

1115 S Capitol St/M St

NB LT -TH-RT 340 238 363 115 196
EB TH-RT 250 9 29 2 20
SB TH-RT 250 153 234 123 257
WB TH-RT 350 83 137 65 141

1148 S Capitol St/N St SW
NB TH-RT 520 148 297 158 463
SB TH-RT 1280 125 268 1627 1700
WB LT-TH 370 31 79 64 113

1146 S Capitol St/O St
NB TH 270 31 187 11 82
SB TH-RT 1280 125 268 1627 1700

1145 S Capitol St/P St
NB TH 350 89 479 99 333
EB LT-RT 350 278 362 350 362
SB TH-RT 270 17 82 351 381
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TABLE 2-18: EXISTING AVERAGE QUEUE LENGTHS FOR INTERSECTIONS IN THE PROJECT AREA (2010)

Int.
# Intersection Name

Approach
Direction Movement Storage

(ft)

AM
Average
Queue

(ft)

AM 95th
Percentile
Queue (ft)

PM
Average

Queue (ft)

PM 95th
Percentile
Queue (ft)

2010 Existing Condition

1180 S Capitol
St/Potomac Ave

NB LT -TH-RT 2900 3052 3156 187 306

EB
LT 240 60 126 587 636
TH 450 71 132 587 636
RT 450 65 128 586 635

SB
TH 350 269 439 466 483
RT 350 269 439 466 483

WB
LT 375 111 173 163 264

TH-RT 375 106 168 159 260

8
WB Suitland

Pkwy/NB S Capitol
Street

NB
LT 1450 624 1144 64 150
TH 1450 627 1146 67 150

WB TH 1400 1324 1629 58 122

13
Suitland

Parkway/Firth
Sterling Ave SE

NEB
LT 330 117 235 169 288

TH-RT 330 0 0 44 189

SEB
LT 200 10 46 7 32
TH 210 130 254 244 496
RT 160 0 0 0 0

SWB
LT 380 108 202 152 253

TH-RT 380 121 215 165 266

NWB
LT 240 20 92 8 47

TH-RT 5000 3461 5313 37 161

14 Suitland Pkwy /
Stanton Rd

NB
LT 1000 572 1124 135 259

TH-RT 375 540 1119 109 248

EB
LT 220 67 171 20 65
TH 5000 72 279 489 1185
RT 350 13 62 16 63

SB
LT 750 498 832 752 836

TH-RT 300 520 827 746 831

WB
LT 250 10 44 27 70
TH 1100 513 597 118 285
RT 250 9 45 9 40

Note: Highlighted cells represent those queues that exceed the available storage for a particular approach

2.7.3. Arterial Speeds, Volumes, and Demand Served

Table 2-19 summarizes VISSIM results, including average speed, total demand, and percentage of demand served
(percentage from the total demand that actually traverse a particular segment during the simulation period) for the main
arterial corridors within the project area.
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SOUTH CAPITOL STREET CORRIDOR - NORTHBOUND

During the morning peak, results for South Capitol Street Northbound show speeds varying from 6 mph to 37 mph, with the
segment between Suitland Pkwy and Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge showing the lowest average speed. Similarly, the
percent of the demand served in this corridor varies from 79 percent to 89 percent, which means that the corridor did not
meet demand ranges from 11 percent to 21 percent. Figure 2-7 depicts the same MOEs but in graphical detail. As shown in
this figure, in the AM peak, segments downstream of the intersection with Suitland Parkway experience the highest volumes
and lowest speeds in the corridor.

SOUTH CAPITOL STREET CORRIDOR - SOUTHBOUND

In the afternoon peak, results for South Capitol Street Southbound show speeds varying from 2 mph to 35mph, with at least
three segments showing average speeds less than 6 mph. The segment between Washington Ave and I-395 Ramp Merge
shows the lowest average speed. Similarly,  the percent of the demand served in this corridor varies from 63 percent to 81
percent, which means that the corridor unmet demand ranges from 19 percent to 37 percent. In general the PM
southbound condition shows significantly more congestion than the AM northbound condition. Figure 2-8 presents volume,
demand served, and average speed along the corridor for both AM and PM peak hours.
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FIGURE 2-7: SOUTH CAPITOL STREET CORRIDOR – NORTHBOUND TRAFFIC OPERATION RESULTS



TABLE 2-19: 2010 ARTERIAL VOLUMES, DEMAND SERVED, AND AVERAGE SPEED

ARTERIAL CORRIDOR and SEGMENT D
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2010 EXISTING AM PEAK HOUR

NORTHBOUND SOUTH CAPITOL ST
NB South Capitol St, South of Malcolm X Ave Interchange 580 469 81% 37 170
NB South Capitol St, Between Malcolm X Ave and Firth Sterling Ave 770 684 89% 37 335
NB South Capitol St, Between Firth Sterling Ave and Suitland Pkwy 743 593 80% 14 374
NB South Capitol St, Between Suitland Pkwy and Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge 3,625 2,681 74% 6 970
NB South Capitol St, Through East Oval n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
NB South Capitol St, Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge 4,345 3,243 75% 10 1,330
NB South Capitol St, Through West Oval n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
NB South Capitol St, Between Potomac Ave and M St 3,370 2,507 74% 26 1,336
NB South Capitol St, Between M St and I-395 Off-Ramp Split 2,760 2,019 73% 27 1,120
NB South Capitol St, Between M St and I-395 Ramp At-Grade Intersection n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
NB South Capitol St, Between I-395 Off-Ramp Split and Washington Ave 635 478 75% 21 198
NB South Capitol St, Between I-395 Ramp At-Grade Intersection and Washington Ave n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
SOUTHBOUND SOUTH CAPITOL ST
SB South Capitol St, Between Washington Ave and I-395 Ramp Merge 193 193 100% 17 904
SB South Capitol St, Between Washington Ave and I-395 Ramp At-Grade Intersection n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
SB South Capitol St, Between I-395 Ramp At-Grade Intersection and I-395 Ramp Merge n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
SB South Capitol St, Between I-395 Ramp Merge and M St 1,558 1,492 96% 30 2,143
SB South Capitol St, Between M St and Potomac Ave 1,620 1,575 97% 23 2,590
SB South Capitol St, Through West Oval n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
SB South Capitol St, Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge 1,720 1,650 96% 33 3,930
SB South Capitol St, Through East Oval n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
SB South Capitol St, Between Suitland Pkwy and Firth Sterling Ave 630 612 97% 28 1,105
SB South Capitol St, Between Firth Sterling Ave and I-295 Ramp Merge 580 554 96% 39 1,425
SB South Capitol St, Between I-295 Ramp Merge and Malcolm X Ave Off-Ramp 1,745 1,646 94% 41 3,280
SB South Capitol St, Between Malcolm X Ave Interchange Ramps 820 761 93% 43 2,605
SB South Capitol St, South of Malcolm X Ave Interchange 965 891 92% 42 3,310
NORTHBOUND SUITLAND PARKWAY
NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Stanton Rd SE Intersection and Sheridan Rd SE Off-Ramp 2,750 2,296 83% 13 1,210
NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Sheridan Rd SE Off-Ramp and Firth Sterling Ave SE 2,431 1,889 78% 9 961
NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Firth Sterling Ave SE and South Capitol St 2,513 1,924 77% 6 559
NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Stanton Rd SE and Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE Off-Ramp n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE Off- and On-Ramps n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE On-Ramp and Firth Sterling Ave SE n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Firth Sterling Ave SE and East Oval n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
SOUTHBOUND SUITLAND PARKWAY
SB Suitland Pkwy, Between South Capitol St and Firth Sterling Ave SE 1,301 1,198 92% 28 2,448
SB Suitland Pkwy, Between Firth Sterling Ave SE and Stanton Rd SE On-Ramp 995 925 93% 33 2,570
SB Suitland Pkwy, Between Stanton Rd SE On-Ramp and Stanton Rd SE Intersection 1,085 1,006 93% 32 2,795
SB Suitland Pkwy, Between East Oval and Firth Sterling Ave SE n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
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2010 EXISTING PM PEAK HOUR

170 100% 38
335 100% 37
368 99% 29
955 98% 35
n/a n/a n/a

1,288 97% 23
n/a n/a n/a

1,183 89% 19
977 87% 26
n/a n/a n/a
181 91% 19
n/a n/a n/a

697 77% 2
n/a n/a n/a
n/a n/a n/a

1,444 67% 5
1,742 67% 6
n/a n/a n/a

2,477 63% 25
n/a n/a n/a
712 64% 26

1,060 74% 38
2,583 79% 35
2,007 77% 35
2,695 81% 35

1,206 100% 34
872 91% 23
551 99% 34
n/a n/a n/a
n/a n/a n/a
n/a n/a n/a
n/a n/a n/a

1,733 71% 23
1,947 76% 27
2,158 77% 25
n/a n/a n/a



TABLE 2-19: 2010 ARTERIAL VOLUMES, DEMAND SERVED, AND AVERAGE SPEED

ARTERIAL CORRIDOR and SEGMENT D
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2010 EXISTING AM PEAK HOUR
SB Suitland Pkwy, Between Firth Sterling Ave SE and Martin Luther King Jr. Ave SE Off-Ramp n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
SB Suitland Pkwy, Between Martin Luther King Jr. Ave SE Off- and On-Ramps n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
SB Suitland Pkwy, Between Martin Luther King Jr. Ave SE On-Ramp and Stanton Rd SE Intersection n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
NORTHBOUND MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. AVE SE
NB Martin Luther King Jr. Ave SE, Between St. Elizabeths Campus and Sumner Rd SE 1,000 1,000 100% 21 445
NB Martin Luther King Jr. Ave SE, Between Sumner Rd SEand Suitland Pkwy Overpass 895 889 99% 21 445
NB Martin Luther King Jr. Ave SE, Between Suitland Pkwy Overpass and Howard Rd SE 895 898 100% 12 445
NB Martin Luther King Jr. Ave SE, Between Howard Rd SE and Talbert St SE 665 643 97% 18 390
NB Martin Luther King Jr. Ave SE, Between Talbert St SE and W St SE 759 707 93% 11 340
NB Martin Luther King Jr. Ave SE, Between W St SE and Good Hope Rd SE 68 68 100% 17 123
NB Martin Luther King Jr. Ave SE, Between Good Hope Rd SE and Local 11th St Bridge 2,140 1,833 86% 22 500
SOUTHBOUND MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. AVE SE
SB Martin Luther King Jr. Ave SE, Between Local 11th St Bridge and Good Hope Rd SE 420 366 87% 27 1,325
SB Martin Luther King Jr. Ave SE, Between Good Hope Rd SE and W St SE 375 333 89% 16 1,108
SB Martin Luther King Jr. Ave SE, Between W St SE and Talbert St SE 404 372 92% 15 953
SB Martin Luther King Jr. Ave SE, Between Talbert St SE and Howard Rd SE 420 369 88% 10 910
SB Martin Luther King Jr. Ave SE, Between Howard Rd SEand Suitland Pkwy Overpass 405 364 90% 25 860
SB Martin Luther King Jr. Ave SE, Between Suitland Pkwy Overpass and Sumner Rd SE 405 390 96% 14 860
SB Martin Luther King Jr. Ave SE, Between Sumner Rd SE and St. Elizabeths Campus 400 392 98% 24 695

Northbound SOUTH CAPITOL ST - Segments Combined 16,828 12,674 75% 22 5,833

Southbound SOUTH CAPITOL ST - Segments Combined 9,830 9,378 95% 33 21,292

Northbound SUITLAND PKWY - Segments Combined 7,695 6,109 79% 9 2,730

Southbound SUITLAND PKWY - Segments Combined 3,381 3,130 93% 31 7,813

Northbound MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. AVE SE - Segments Combined 6,422 6,065 94% 17 2,688

Southbound MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. AVE SE - Segments Combined 2,829 2,586 91% 19 6,710
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2010 EXISTING PM PEAK HOUR
n/a n/a n/a
n/a n/a n/a
n/a n/a n/a

445 100% 22
445 100% 22
445 100% 13
390 100% 14
329 97% 16
123 100% 19
473 95% 24

1,065 80% 19
906 82% 16
803 84% 15
775 85% 10
729 85% 23
773 90% 17
642 92% 23

5,466 94% 28

15,418 72% 23

2,630 96% 30

5,838 75% 25

2,650 99% 19

5,693 85% 17
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FIGURE 2-8: SOUTH CAPITOL STREET CORRIDOR – SOUTHBOUND TRAFFIC OPERATION RESULTS

SUITLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR – NORTHBOUND

Results for the Suitland Parkway show significant congestion for the northbound corridor. In the morning peak, average
speeds vary from 6 mph to 13 mph and percent of demand served ranges from 77 percent to 83 percent. Figure 2-9
summarizes results along the entire corridor within the project area for both AM and PM peak hours.
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FIGURE 2-9: SUITLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR – NORTHBOUND TRAFFIC OPERATION RESULTS
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2.8. FREEWAY TRAFFIC OPERATIONS

Existing  freeway  operations  were  evaluated  for  I-295  and I-395/I-695  for  the  AM and PM peak  hours.  Several  MOEs  were
used for freeway analysis including LOS, which is defined based on traffic density in terms of pc/mi/ln, average speed, and
percent of demand served for each freeway segment.

MOEs were evaluated for inbound and outbound freeway travel routes within the study area. These MOEs are reported in
the following sections. A summary of the freeway traffic operational analysis results are presented in Table 2-20.

I-295 (ANACOSTIA FREEWAY)

The Anacostia Freeway provides access from US 50 and I-495 to downtown Washington, D.C. This route is used by many
Maryland commuters, leading to traffic congestion during the AM and PM peak periods. Direct access to downtown
Washington is provided via the 11th Street Bridge (currently from the southern direction only) and Howard Road/Suitland
Parkway. The lack of direct ramp connection from I-295 to I-395/I-695 from the north requires commuters to exit  Howard
Road  to  access  the  Frederick  Douglass  Memorial  Bridge,  leading  to  periodic  spill  back  of  traffic  on  the  Howard  Road  exit
ramp  to  I-295.  Most  of  the  northbound  corridor  operates  at  failing  conditions  during  the  morning  peak  while  the
southbound corridor operates at similar congested conditions in the afternoon peak.

The existing (2010) traffic operations along I-295 is also depicted in Figure 2-10 for the northbound directions and Figure
2-11 for the southbound direction.

I-695 / I-395 (SE / SW FREEWAY)

The SE/SW Freeway is a critical commuter route in the Washington region, connecting downtown Washington to Northern
Virginia and the Maryland suburbs. The freeway was constructed with a number of left hand merges and right hand exits,
leading to complex weaving problems which cause significant delay to commuters during the AM and PM peak periods.

The existing (2010) traffic operations along I-695/I-395 (SE/SW Freeway) is also depicted in Figure 2-12 for the eastbound
directions and Figure 2-13 for the westbound direction.



TABLE 2-20: 2010 FREEWAY DENSITY, VOLUMES, DEMAND SERVED, AVERAGE SPEED, AND LEVEL OF SERVICE

FREEWAY CORRIDOR and SEGMENT
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2010 EXISTING AM PEAK HOUR

NORTHBOUND I-295 / DC 295 (ANACOSTIA FREEWAY)
I-295 N, South of Malcolm X Ave SE Interchange Basic 3 5,455 4,294 79% 13 111.9 F 3 2,450
I-295 N, Between Malcolm X Ave SE Loop Ramps Weave 4 5,965 4,782 80% 11 105.9 F 4 3,235
I-295 N, Between Malcolm X Ave SE and Suitland Pkwy Basic 3 5,330 4,161 78% 12 115.3 F 3 3,115
I-295 N, Suitland Pkwy Off-Ramp Diverge Area Diverge 4 5,330 3,935 74% 12 82.8 F 4 3,115
I-295 N, Between Barry Rd Off-Ramp and Suitland Pkwy Loop On-Ramp Basic 3 5,155 3,901 76% 13 101.2 F 3 2,940
I-295 N, Between Suitland Pkwy Loop Ramps Weave 4 5,575 4,320 77% 11 97.1 F 4 3,350
I-295 N, Between Suitland Pkwy Loop Off-Ramp and Howard Rd SE On-Ramp Basic 3 5,450 3,995 73% 18 75.7 F 3 3,935
I-295 N, Between Suitland Pkwy/Howard Rd SE and 11th St Bridge Ramps Weave 4 6,220 4,905 79% 35 35.2 E 4 4,685
DC 295 N, Between 11th St Bridge Off-Ramp and Pennsylvania Ave SE Off-Ramp Basic 2 3,130 2,461 79% 33 37.3 E 2 2,535
DC 295 N, Pennsylvania Ave SE Off-Ramp Diverge Diverge 3 3,130 2,501 80% 38 22.2 C 3 2,535
SOUTHBOUND DC 295 / I-295 (ANACOSTIA FREEWAY)
DC 295 S, Pennsylvania Ave SE On-Ramp Merge Merge 3 3,050 2,994 98% 49 20.6 C 3 3,730
DC 295 S, Between Pennsylvania Ave SE On-Ramp and 11th St Bridge On-Ramp Basic 2 3,050 2,924 96% 35 41.4 E 2 3,730
DC 295 S, Between 11th St Bridge On-Ramp and Howard Rd SE Off-Ramp Weave 4 4,550 4,039 89% 23 44.4 E 4 5,910
I-295 S, Between Howard Rd SE Off-Ramp and Suitland Pkwy Loop Off-Ramp Diverge 3 3,135 2,872 92% 49 19.5 C 3 4,875
I-295 S, Between Suitland Pkwy Off- and On-Ramps Basic 3 2,380 2,175 91% 49 14.7 B 3 4,135
I-295 S, Suitland Parkway On-Ramp Merge Area Merge 3 2,605 2,344 90% 47 16.6 B 3 4,940
I-295 S, Between Suitland Pkwy and South Capitol St Off-Ramp Basic 3 2,605 2,410 93% 46 17.5 B 3 4,940
I-295 S, South Capitol Street Off-Ramp Diverge Area Diverge 3 2,605 2,400 92% 44 18.3 C 3 4,940
I-295 S, South of South Capitol Street Off-Ramp Basic 2 1,440 1,287 89% 49 13.0 B 2 3,085
I-295 S, South of Malcom X Ave SE Basic 2 1,440 1,315 91% 49 13.4 B 2 3,085
EASTBOUND I-695 / I-395 (SE/SW FREEWAY) & SOUTHBOUND I-295 (11th ST BRIDGE)
I-395 N, Maine Ave SW On-Ramp Merge Area Merge 4 5,885 5,789 98% 35 41.4 E 4 4,565
I-395 N, 9th St Expy On-Ramp Merge Area Merge 4 6,250 5,996 96% 41 36.4 E 4 5,445
I-395 N, Between 7th St SW On-Ramp and 3rd St Tunnel Off-Ramp Weave 5 6,615 6,577 99% 37 36.0 E 5 5,585
I-695 E, South Capitol St SE Off-Ramp Diverge Area Diverge 3 3,720 3,707 100% 38 32.7 D 3 3,770
I-695 E, Between South Capitol St SE Off-Ramp and 3rd St Tunnel On-Ramp Basic 3 2,820 2,806 99% 39 24.2 C 3 3,260
I-695 E, Between 3rd St Tunnel On-Ramp and 6th St SE Off-Ramp Weave 4 4,005 3,986 100% 41 24.5 C 4 5,180
I-695 E, 11th St Bridge Off-Ramp Diverge Area Diverge 4 3,335 3,325 100% 41 20.4 C 4 4,730
I-295 S, Between Southeast Fwy Split and 9th St SE On-Ramp Basic 2 1,460 1,281 88% 38 16.9 B 2 2,695
I-295 S, Between 9th St SE On-Ramp and N St On-Ramp Basic 4 1,460 1,387 95% 28 12.6 B 4 2,695
I-295 S, Between N St On-Ramp and DC-295 On-Ramp Weave 4 1,920 1,712 89% 19 22.8 C 4 3,505

South Capitol Street

Transportation Technical Report

South Capitol Street 2-43

EXISTING CONDITIONS

D
em

an
d

VI
SS

IM
Si

m
ul

at
ed

Vo
lu

m
e

Pe
rc

en
to

f
D

em
an

d
Se

rv
ed

Av
er

ag
e

Sp
ee

d
(m

ph
)

Si
m

ul
at

ed
D

en
si

ty
(p

c/
m

i/
ln

)

Si
m

ul
at

ed
LO

S

2010 EXISTING PM PEAK HOUR

2,450 2,426 99% 49 16.4 B
3,235 3,215 99% 44 18.3 C
3,115 3,080 99% 49 20.9 C
3,115 3,009 97% 48 15.6 B
2,940 2,913 99% 49 19.9 C
3,350 3,178 95% 39 20.4 C
3,935 3,399 86% 28 40.5 E
4,685 4,359 93% 34 31.7 D
2,535 2,358 93% 32 36.4 E
2,535 2,374 94% 37 21.4 C

3,730 3,668 98% 48 25.2 C
3,730 3,627 97% 40 45.1 F
5,910 5,447 92% 26 51.9 F
4,875 4,634 95% 32 48.3 F
4,135 3,924 95% 36 36.5 E
4,940 4,333 88% 31 46.3 F
4,940 4,451 90% 29 51.6 F
4,940 4,450 90% 27 54.5 F
3,085 2,895 94% 30 48.2 F
3,085 2,976 96% 29 51.9 F

4,565 4,410 97% 31 35.8 E
5,445 4,960 91% 27 46.6 F
5,585 5,252 94% 21 49.0 F
3,770 3,496 93% 20 59.2 F
3,260 3,009 92% 31 32.5 D
5,180 4,904 95% 38 31.9 D
4,730 4,477 95% 36 31.1 D
2,695 2,115 78% 21 49.4 F
2,695 2,389 89% 15 40.0 E
3,505 2,904 83% 11 69.1 F



TABLE 2-20: 2010 FREEWAY DENSITY, VOLUMES, DEMAND SERVED, AVERAGE SPEED, AND LEVEL OF SERVICE

FREEWAY CORRIDOR and SEGMENT
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2010 EXISTING AM PEAK HOUR

I-295 S, DC 295 Ramp Basic 2 1,500 1,280 85% 14 45.3 F 2 2,180
NORTHBOUND I-295 (11th ST BRIDGE) & WESTBOUND I-695 / I-395 (SE/SW FREEWAY)
I-295 N, DC 295 Ramp Basic 2 3,090 2,464 80% 32 39.0 E 2 2,150
I-295 N, Between DC 295 Ramp and N St Off-Ramp Weave 4 5,230 4,296 82% 30 36.1 E 4 2,650
I-295 N, I St SE Off-Ramp Diverge Area Diverge 2 3,840 3,092 81% 29 53.4 F 2 2,275
I-295 N, Between I St SE Off-Ramp and Southeast Blvd On-Ramp Basic 2 3,630 2,851 79% 25 56.0 F 2 2,115
I-695 W, Southeast Blvd On-Ramp Merge Area Merge 5 6,430 5,230 81% 25 41.1 E 5 3,495
I-695 W, Between Virginia Ave SE On-Ramp and 3rd St Tunnel Off-Ramp Weave 5 7,235 5,808 80% 23 51.5 F 5 4,495
I-695 W, Between 3rd St Tunnel Off-Ramp and South Capitol St On-Ramp Basic 4 5,140 4,572 89% 39 29.4 D 4 2,130
I-695 W, South Capitol St On-Ramp Merge Area Merge 4 5,980 5,151 86% 37 34.6 D 4 2,825
I-395 S, Between 3rd St Tunnel On-Ramp and 6th/7th St SW Off-Ramp Weave 6 7,465 6,693 90% 40 28.2 D 6 6,265
I-395 S, Maine Ave SW/12th St Expy Off-Ramp Diverge Area Diverge 5 6,740 6,012 89% 39 30.7 D 5 5,980

Northbound I-295/DC 295 - Segments Combined 50,740 39,256 77% 20 78 F 31,895

Southbound DC 295/I-295 - Segments Combined 26,860 24,762 92% 44 22 C 43,370

Eastbound I-395/I-695 & Southbound 11th St Bridge - Segments Combined 38,970 37,845 97% 34 28 D 43,610

Northbound 11th St Bridge & Westbound I-695/I-395 - Segments Combined 54,780 46,171 84% 32 40 E 34,380
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2010 EXISTING PM PEAK HOUR

2,180 1,850 85% 14 68.1 F

2,150 1,965 91% 22 44.4 E
2,650 2,384 90% 16 36.9 E
2,275 1,919 84% 12 78.5 F
2,115 1,682 80% 8 101.2 F
3,495 2,673 76% 8 68.6 F
4,495 2,763 61% 7 77.2 F
2,130 1,525 72% 37 10.2 A
2,825 2,111 75% 34 15.4 B
6,265 5,577 89% 39 23.8 C
5,980 5,312 89% 38 28.3 D

31,895 30,311 95% 41 24 C

43,370 40,405 93% 33 46 F

43,610 39,768 91% 24 47 F

34,380 27,912 81% 22 48 F
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FIGURE 2-10: I-295 / DC 295 – EXISTING NORTHBOUND OPERATION
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FIGURE 2-11: I-295 / DC 295 – EXISTING SOUTHBOUND OPERATION
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FIGURE 2-12: EASTBOUND I-695 / I-395 (SE/SW FREEWAY) AND SOUTHBOUND I-295 – EXISTING OPERATION
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FIGURE 2-13: NORTHBOUND I-295 AND WESTBOUND I-695 / I-395 (SE/SW FREEWAY) – EXISTING OPERATION
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2.9. 2010 EXISTING TRAVEL TIMES

Delays at the intersections directly impact the travel times throughout various corridors in the project study area. A
comparison of average estimated speeds and travel times for the AM and PM peak hours are shown in Table 2-21. Inbound
and outbound travel time segments were chosen based on the most heavily used paths between major origin and
destination points. The results show the directional nature of traffic through the South Capitol Street corridor and
connecting major arterials, mainly due to the influence of commuter traffic traveling northbound and westbound in the
morning and southbound and eastbound in the evening. The most heavily impacted sections are the three inbound and
outbound travel paths that pass through the M Street underpass / intersection (averaging between 9.5 and 17 minutes):

South Capitol Street / Suitland Parkway between M Street and Stanton Road

South Capitol Street / I-295 between M Street and Malcolm X Avenue

South Capitol Street / DC 295 between M Street and Pennsylvania Avenue SE

TABLE 2-21: EXISTING CONDITIONS TRAVEL TIMES (2010)

Trip Direction / Path / Trip Origin and
Destination

Trip
Distance
(miles)

Existing Conditions Travel Times

AM Peak Travel Time (minutes)

AM Peak
Average
Speed
(mph)

PM Peak
Travel
Time

(minutes)

PM Peak
Average
Speed
(mph)

Outbound South Capitol St from M St to
Suitland Pkwy past the Stanton Rd SE
Intersection

2.6 5.4 28 9.5 16

Outbound South Capitol St from M St to
DC  295  N  at  the  Pennsylvania  Ave  SE
Off-Ramp

2.8 6.6 26 9.3 18

Inbound I-295  N  from  south  of  the
Malcom X Ave SE Interchange to M
St-South Capitol St Intersection

3.0 16.9 11 5.4 33

Inbound Suitland Pkwy from Stanton Rd
SE  Intersection  to  M  St-South  Capitol  St
Intersection

2.5 13.8 11 5.8 26

Inbound DC 295 S from Pennsylvania Ave
SE  On-Ramp  to  M  St-South  Capitol  St
Intersection

2.5 12.3 12 5.6 26

Outbound DC 295 S from Pennsylvania
Ave  SE  On-Ramp to  I-295  S  south  of  the
Malcolm X Ave SE Interchange

3.1 4.3 43 5.3 35

Outbound DC 295 S from Pennsylvania
Ave SE On-Ramp to Suitland Pkwy past
the Stanton Rd SE Intersection

2.7 9.7 36 11.6 30

Inbound Suitland Pkwy from Stanton Rd
SE  Intersection  to  DC  295  N  at
Pennsylvania Ave SE Off-Ramp

2.6 9.2 17 5.9 27

Inbound I-295  N  from  south  of  the
Malcolm X Ave SE Interchange to DC 295
N at Pennsylvania Ave SE Off-Ramp

3.0 8.7 21 4.3 42

Source:  VISSIM modeling by CH2M HILL, 2014
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3. FUTURE LAND USE, TRAVEL PATTERNS, AND DEMAND

3.1. METHODOLOGY

The South Capitol Street TTR used the most current land use projection that was available from the MWCOG. This land use
forecast data is known as “Round 8.0 TAZ 2191 2005-2040” data set.  This latest 2040 land use forecasts data were applied
within a special version of the MWCOG’s travel demand model to prepare future 2020 and 2040 traffic forecasting scenarios.

This special version of the MWCOG travel demand model was developed by the St. Elizabeths Campus EIS study team (CH2M
HILL, working with the General Services Administration, DDOT, and the FHWA) to capture unique trip characteristics of the
St. Elizabeths Campus expansion plan at a higher level of zonal detail. This special version of the MWCOG model, known as
the  “St.  E”  model,  was  an  extension  and  modification  of  the  approved  MWCOG  Version  2.2  model  procedures.  This  St.  E
model was validated to 2010 traffic counts and consists of custom modeling scripts in addition to the standard MWCOG
modeling procedures. These custom/proprietary scripts were converted into TP+ scripts and were made available to the SCS
IMR study team. In using this St. E model as the starting point, the South Capitol Street traffic forecasts maintained
consistency with the St. Elizabeths campus’ growth projections and future traffic forecasts. This St. E version of the MWCOG
regional model (hereinafter referred to as the MWCOG-St. E model) was deemed to provide the most efficient approach to
updating previously generated year 2030 and 2035 turning movement forecasts to the new design year 2040 forecasts, and
previous opening year 2018 forecasts to new opening year 2020 turning movement forecasts, by applying a set of growth
rates and traffic shifts. It should be mentioned that the previous turning movement forecasts were post-processed to
account for model variance with 2010 observed traffic counts. However, no additional post-processing was conducted in the
SCS IMR study as no new traffic counts were collected within the study area.

The 2020 and 2040 MWCOG regional land use forecasts were used to project traffic for the future-year conditions
associated with the FEIS Preferred Alternative and the Revised Preferred Alternative. For analysis of future-year conditions,
the model networks were updated to include the transportation improvements in MWCOG’s updated Constrained Long
Range Plan, which is considered the official list of proposed projects. Particular projects expected to have a potential impact
on  the  study  area  roadway  network  in  both  of  the  alternatives  included  the  South  Capitol  Street  Trail,  the  DC  Streetcar
system in the Anacostia area, the Martin Luther King Great Streets Improvements, and the 11th Street Bridges. While
encompassing all regional projected growth, and changes associated with the transportation network, these future-year
forecasts also specifically incorporate projects planned within the SCS IMR study area, including the following:

Barry Farm/Park Chester/Wade Road Redevelopment, including a total of 1,900 residential units, a mixed-use main
street with neighborhood-serving retail, and construction of a new K-5 elementary school and recreation center.

JBAB, including increases in employment and housing on this base associated with the merge of the two former
adjacent bases, staff relocation and consolidation associated with the Base Realignment And Closure Act, and increases
in employment because of presidential executive orders.

Poplar Point, including redevelopment of the site with more than 6 million square feet of mixed-use development.

Poplar Point Place, a mixed-use development along Howard Road adjacent to Poplar Point.

Sheridan Station, recently completed, including 344 residential units on a site between Sheridan Road and Howard
Road.
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Department of Homeland Security Headquarters consolidation at the redeveloped St. Elizabeths Campus,
accommodating up to 17,000 employees by 2020.

As  part  of  the  traffic  modeling  conducted  for  the  St.  Elizabeths  FEIS,  which  was  also  used  as  the  basis  for  travel  demand
forecasting on the South Capitol Street Project, a number of localized project-level refinements were made to the base
MWCOG network model to improve model performance and to accurately reflect the network configuration. The network
modifications included additional links to reflect newer key roadways, minor collectors, and local streets; additional nodes
that represent key intersections in and around the study area to provide model-forecasted turning movement volumes for
operational analysis; and reconfigured network coding to update the number of lanes, facility type, and speed class
consistent with the field conditions.

In order to evaluate the broad travel pattern benefits of the South Capitol Street Project, the 2020 and 2040 Build
transportation networks were modified to create 2020 and 2040 No Build transportation networks. The No Build
modifications included converting the South Capitol Street corridor to existing configuration. All other planned/committed
projects remained intact in the No Build networks as in the Build transportation networks.

It should be mentioned that the MWCOG-St. E model evaluates travel patterns for three separate time periods: the AM peak
period (6:00 AM to 9:00 AM), the PM peak (4:00 PM to 7:00 PM), and the off-peak period (remaining hours of the day). In
order to obtain hourly turning movement forecasts, the St. E EIS study converted the peak period volumes to peak hour
volumes  by  factoring  period  volumes  by  0.40  for  the  AM  peak  and  0.37  for  the  PM  peak,  with  the  exception  of  the  St.
Elizabeths campus trips where peak period trips were factored by 0.50 to account for a more compressed time schedule for
employee arrivals and departures.

3.2. SOCIO-ECONOMIC GROWTH FORECASTS

The existing land use within the study area is predominantly federal, low-to-medium-density residential, and commercial.
Other land uses in the study area include institutional, government, and parks and recreational. The study area serves as a
major  destination  for  commuter  trips  from  rest  of  the  MWCOG  region.  To  explore  how  the  South  Capitol  Street  corridor
serves regional travel demands, first the underlying socio-economic growth projections for the region was reviewed. The
growth projections were prepared by Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs) and included different horizon years such as years 2020
and 2040. These TAZ-level growth projections are summarized in this report by five large geographic areas. These five
geographic  areas  are  described  in Table 3-1.These five geographic areas were defined by combining the planning districts
that were already defined in the MWCOG-St. E travel demand model (see Figure 3-1).

Table 3-2 shows the MWCOG regional model’s projected growth for population, households, and employment in the
MWCOG  region  for  years  2020  and  2040  by  five  geographic  areas.  The  District  of  Columbia  area  is  anticipated  to  be  the
home for 0.72 million people and 0.95 million jobs by year 2040, reflecting 19 percent population growth and 21 percent
jobs growth in the next 30 years. The growth projections also reveal that approximately 10 percent population growth is
anticipated in the District of Columbia between years 2010 and 2020. In addition, the District is anticipated to have an
additional 11 percent jobs by year 2020, compared to year 2010 conditions. This pace of growth is anticipated to slow down
between 2020 and 2040, as the forecasts show an additional 9 percent population growth and 10 percent employment
growth for  the  following  20  years.  As  a  result,  the  future  travel  patterns  in  the  study  area  in  years  2020 and 2040 would
likely be very similar between the project’s year of opening and design year, as the roadway transportation system would
reach capacity saturation and additional trips would likely use alternative modes of transportation.

For the rest of the MWCOG region, the pace of growth will be higher in the Southern sub-region in terms of percent growth
in population and households, but the Northern and Western sub-regions will continue to be the larger population and
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employment centers by year 2040 with 2.6 million people and 1.5 million jobs in the Northern sub-region and 2.5 million
people and 1.6 million jobs in the Western sub-region.

TABLE 3-1: GEOGRAPHIC AREA DEFINITION

Geographic Area Coverage

District of Columbia District of Columbia

Eastern Sub-region Prince George’s County
Anne Arundel County

Western Sub-region

Arlington County
City of Alexandria
Fairfax County, City of Fairfax, and City of Falls Church
Prince William County, City of Manassas, and City of Manassas Park
Fauquier County

Northern Sub-region

Clarke County
Loudon County
Montgomery County
Howard County
Jefferson County
Frederick County and City of Frederick
Carroll County

Southern Sub-region

Stafford County
Charles County
Calvert County
City of Fredericksburg
Spotsylvania County
King George County
St. Mary’s County

Source: MWCOG-St. E Model
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FIGURE 3-1: MWCOG MODEL REGION MAP

Map Source: MWCOG
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TABLE 3-2: PROJECTED SOCIO-ECONOMIC GROWTH

Geographic Area* 2010 2020

10-Year
Growth

between 2010
and 2020

2040

30-Year
Growth

between 2010
and 2040

Population
District of Columbia 605,513 665,029 10% 720,346 19%
Eastern 1,374,858 1,447,149 5% 1,516,097 10%
Western 1,975,508 2,220,706 12% 2,511,484 27%
Northern 2,045,448 2,298,523 12% 2,634,972 29%
Southern 602,675 750,254 24% 941,171 56%
Other 39,809 33,334 -16% 40,029 1%

Total MWCOG Region 6,643,811 7,414,995 12% 8,364,099 26%

Households
District of Columbia 265,190 294,241 11% 320,972 21%
Eastern 507,014 547,167 8% 587,875 16%
Western 746,555 854,865 15% 982,285 32%
Northern 749,434 858,600 15% 1,003,304 34%
Southern 210,518 268,664 28% 340,921 62%
Other 16,596 15,997 -4% 19,332 16%

Total MWCOG Region 2,495,307 2,839,534 14% 3,254,689 30%

Employment
District of Columbia 785,964 868,968 11% 953,419 21%
Eastern 697,097 767,668 10% 877,020 26%
Western 1,160,994 1,372,004 18% 1,615,921 39%
Northern 1,098,213 1,296,097 18% 1,535,186 40%
Southern 244,797 299,152 22% 349,991 43%
Other 33,059 37,596 14% 47,758 44%

Total MWCOG Region 4,020,124 4,641,485 15% 5,379,295 34%

Data Source: MWCOG Round 8.0 Land Use Forecasts
*Note: See Table 3-1 and Figure 3-1 for defined geographic areas.
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3.3. FUTURE TRAVEL PATTERNS

The South Capitol Street TTR analysis required running the MWCOG-St. E model for four land use-transportation scenarios.
These scenarios are the following:

Design Year (2040) No Build Scenario

Design Year (2040) Build Scenario

Opening Year (2020) No Build Scenario

Opening Year (2020) Build Scenario

The model outputs from the four scenario runs were then post-processed and aggregated into five geographic areas for the
following three travel demand MOEs:

Vehicle-Miles Traveled (VMT)

Vehicle-Hours Traveled (VHT)

Number of Highway Trips

These three travel demand MOEs are described next.

3.3.1. Vehicle-Miles Traveled

VMT is a common transportation MOE that estimates the quantity of travel in a geographic area. VMT refers to the number
of  miles  vehicles  travel  over  a  given  time  period.  The  FHWA  monitors  historical  VMT  by  vehicle  type  in  terms  of  annual
vehicle miles travelled. It is routinely used to measure traffic on roads and bridges and it calculates important statistics such
as traffic fatalities, fuel efficiency, and air quality.

A reduction of VMT in any region for the same or higher level of economic activity generally means that more people are
either using alternate modes of transportation or making shorter or less number of trips. This VMT reduction is deemed as a
positive outcome from an air emissions and energy use perspective.

For future year conditions analysis in the current TTR, VMT was estimated by multiplying daily traffic volumes of each model
link with each link distance (in miles) and aggregating by geographic areas considered in the study. The VMT results are
summarized in Table 3-3.
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TABLE 3-3: FUTURE VEHICLE-MILES TRAVELED

Geographic Area*
NO BUILD Scenario

Daily VMT

BUILD Scenario

Daily VMT

Difference between
BUILD and NO BUILD

Scenarios
Comments**

DESIGN YEAR (2040)

District of Columbia 9,825,250 9,795,706 -29,540 0.30 % Reduction

Eastern 44,253,581 44,118,286 -135,300 0.31 % Reduction

Western 60,308,635 60,061,553 -247,080 0.41 % Reduction

Northern 69,378,063 69,107,442 -270,620 0.39 % Reduction

Southern 18,215,495 18,185,746 -29,750 0.16 % Reduction

Other 9,809,079 9,814,721 5,640 0.06 % Increase

Total MWCOG Region 211,790,102 211,083,454 -706,650 0.33 % Reduction

OPENING YEAR (2020)

District of Columbia 9,529,686 9,516,826 -12,860 0.13 % Reduction

Eastern 41,843,181 41,764,397 -78,780 0.19 % Reduction

Western 56,250,603 56,049,893 -200,710 0.36 % Reduction

Northern 63,751,529 63,499,736 -251,790 0.39 % Reduction

Southern 15,572,233 15,547,180 -25,050 0.16 % Reduction

Other 8,611,438 8,619,719 8,280 0.10 % Increase

Total MWCOG Region 195,558,671 194,997,752 -560,920 0.29% Reduction

*See Table 3-1 and Figure 3-1 for defined geographic areas.
**Beneficial travel pattern changes because of the South Capitol Street Project are highlighted in Green.
Data Source: MWCOG-St. E Model

3.3.2. Vehicle-Hours Traveled

VHT is also a common transportation MOE that estimates the quality of travel in a geographic area. VHT refers to the
number  of  hours  vehicles  travel  to  complete  their  trips  over  a  given  time  period.  It  is  routinely  used  to  measure  traffic
congestion conditions on roads and bridges and to calculate important statistics such as traffic delays.

A reduction of VHT in any region for the same or higher level of economic activity generally means that more people are
using alternate modes of transportation, making shorter trips, making less number of trips, or traveling at faster speeds. This
VHT reduction is also deemed as a positive outcome from an air emissions and energy use perspective.
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The  VHT  results  for  the  MWCOG  region  are  summarized  in Table 3-4. The South Capitol Street Project is anticipated to
improve travel conditions in the region by making trip patterns more efficient and would yield 1.1 percent reduction in daily
VHT in the District of Columbia, or reduce 10,570 vehicle-hours of travel in year 2040 conditions. The Project shows a ripple
effect throughout the MWCOG region, as VHT is reduced in other parts of the region as well. This is a positive benefit of the
South Capitol Street Project.

TABLE 3-4: FUTURE VEHICLE-HOURS TRAVELED

Geographic Area*
NO BUILD Scenario

Daily VHT

BUILD Scenario

Daily VHT

Difference between
BUILD and NO BUILD

Scenarios
Comments**

DESIGN YEAR (2040)

District of Columbia 958,422 947,849 -10,570 1.10 % Reduction

Eastern 3,004,402 2,972,292 -32,110 1.07 % Reduction

Western 4,080,804 3,988,110 -92,690 2.27 % Reduction

Northern 4,255,835 4,173,642 -82,190 1.93 % Reduction

Southern 969,679 962,741 -6,940 0.72 % Reduction

Other 504,148 498,050 -6,100 1.21 % Reduction

Total MWCOG Region 13,773,290 13,542,684 -230,610 1.67 % Reduction

OPENING YEAR (2020)

District of Columbia 872,920 865,567 -7,350 0.84 % Reduction

Eastern 2,417,477 2,401,749 -15,730 0.65 % Reduction

Western 3,292,398 3,232,290 -60,110 1.83 % Reduction

Northern 3,288,807 3,233,525 -55,280 1.68 % Reduction

Southern 670,547 667,645 -2,900 0.43 % Reduction

Other 347,421 341,328 -6,090 1.75 % Reduction

Total MWCOG Region 10,889,570 10,742,103 -147,470 1.35% Reduction

*See Table 2-1 and Figure 2-1 for defined geographic areas.
**Beneficial travel pattern changes due to the South Capitol Street Project are highlighted in Green.
Data Source: MWCOG-St. E Model
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3.3.3. Highway Trips

The third travel demand MOE that was reviewed for the TTR is the number of highway trips that reflects the number of trips
that are projected for years 2020 and 2040, using the automobile mode as single occupant vehicles  and carpool vehicles.
The results take into account improvements in auto and transit mobility, accessibility because of the South Capitol Street
Project, and the resulting mode shifts that are likely to occur.

Future highway trips for the MWCOG region are summarized in Table 3-5. The South Capitol Street Project is anticipated to
improve travel conditions in the region by making trip patterns more efficient. The Project would yield 0.4 percent reduction
in  daily  highway  trips,  or  reduce  1.7  million  highway  trips  in  year  2040  conditions.  With  the  exception  of  the  District  of
Columbia, the Project shows a ripple effect throughout the MWCOG region, as the daily number of highway trips is reduced
in other parts of the region. This is a positive benefit of the South Capitol Street Project.

TABLE 3-5: FUTURE DAILY HIGHWAY TRIPS

Geographic Area*
NO BUILD Scenario

Daily Highway Trips

BUILD Scenario

Daily Highway Trips

Difference between
BUILD and NO BUILD

Scenarios
Comments**

DESIGN YEAR (2040)

District of Columbia 59,912,178 59,920,113 7,940 0.01 % Increase

Eastern 77,543,320 77,245,165 -298,160 0.38 % Reduction

Western 150,529,829 149,728,310 -801,520 0.53 % Reduction

Northern 106,054,164 105,455,506 -598,660 0.56 % Reduction

Southern 22,318,374 22,289,181 -29,190 0.13 % Reduction

Other 13,144,890 13,161,587 16,700 0.13 % Increase

Total MWCOG Region 429,502,755 427,799,862 -1,702,890 0.40 % Reduction

OPENING YEAR (2020)

District of Columbia 57,616,028 57,685,284 69,260 0.12 % Increase

Eastern 73,451,541 73,263,591 -187,950 0.26 % Reduction

Western 141,939,929 141,289,265 -650,660 0.46 % Reduction

Northern 98,433,755 97,923,390 -510,370 0.52 % Reduction

Southern 19,104,325 19,076,717 -27,610 0.14 % Reduction

Other 11,724,061 11,756,645 32,580 0.28 % Increase

Total MWCOG Region 402,269,639 400,994,892 -1,274,750 0.32% Reduction
* See Table 2-1 and Figure 2-1 for defined geographic areas.
**Beneficial travel pattern changes due to the South Capitol Street Project are highlighted in Green.
Data Source: MWCOG-St. E Model
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3.4. FUTURE TRAFFIC VOLUMES

This section of the report documents the raw traffic volume forecasts prepared based on the following scenario runs of the
MWCOG-St. E model:

Design Year (2040) No Build Scenario

Design Year (2040) Build Scenario

Opening Year (2020) No Build Scenario

Opening Year (2020) Build Scenario

These raw traffic volume forecasts were developed for four available time periods in the MWCOG-St. E Model:

AM Peak Period (3 hours during the morning commute hours)

PM Peak Period (3 hours during the afternoon commute hours)

Off-Peak Period (rest of the travel hours during the day including mid-day)

Daily (sum total of AM, PM, and Off-Peak time periods)

Figure 3-2 depicts a comparison of 2040 AM peak period raw forecasts between the No Build and Build scenarios in terms of
bandwidth plots from the MWCOG-St. E Model. The width of a line on this map represents relative magnitude of projected
2040 AM peak period traffic volumes. In other words, roadways with high projected traffic volumes have higher line weights.
A similar traffic volume comparison between the 2040 No Build and Build scenarios for the PM peak period is depicted in
Figure 3-3.

3.4.1. Average Weekday

The South Capitol Street Project would change the travel patterns in the study area throughout the day. Because of capacity
improvements  at  several  locations,  several  corridors  are  projected  to  accommodate  higher  traffic  volume including  I-295,
South  Capitol  (north  of  the  River),  and  Suitland  Parkway.  Trips  from  other  parallel  or  nearby  arterials  are  expected  to  be
diverted to alternate faster and more direct routes.

Table 3-6 presents  a  comparison  of  daily  traffic  volume  shifts  that  are  likely  to  occur  in  future  conditions  with  the
implementation of the South Capitol Street Project. The Project will accommodate higher freeway traffic volumes through
I-295/DC 295, South Capitol Street, and Suitland Parkway corridors. This was deemed a positive benefit of the  South
Capitol Street Project.
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FIGURE 3-2: PROJECTED 2040 AM PEAK PERIOD TRAFFIC VOLUMES

2040 No-Build
AM Peak Period

2040 Build
AM Peak Period
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FIGURE 3-3: PROJECTED 2040 PM PEAK PERIOD TRAFFIC VOLUMES

2040 No-Build
PM Peak Period

2040 Build
PM Peak Period
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TABLE 3-6: FUTURE AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Study Area Roadway*

NO BUILD
Scenario

Weekday Traffic
Demand

BUILD Scenario
Weekday Traffic

Demand

BUILD to NO
BUILD Ratio

Comments**

DESIGN YEAR (2040)

I-295 / DC 295 (Anacostia Freeway) 42,331 42,575 1.01 Demand Increased

I-395 (Southwest Freeway) 51,531 51,469 1.00

I-695 (Southeast Freeway) 53,018 53,173 1.00

South Capitol St - North of the River 23,838 26,422 1.11 Demand Increased

South Capitol St - East of the River 19,525 19,557 1.00

Suitland Parkway 21,614 26,355 1.22 Demand Increased

Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue 10,142 9,779 0.96 Trips Diverted

M Street 21,037 20,525 0.98 Trips Diverted

Study Area Corridors 243,034 249,854 1.03 Demand Increased

OPENING YEAR (2020)

I-295 / DC 295 (Anacostia Freeway) 42,574 42,872 1.01 Demand Increased

I-395 (Southwest Freeway) 51,519 51,186 0.99 Trips Diverted

I-695 (Southeast Freeway) 52,214 52,112 1.00

South Capitol St - North of the River 20,789 24,639 1.19 Demand Increased

South Capitol St - East of the River 19,034 19,513 1.03 Demand Increased

Suitland Parkway 19,994 24,676 1.23 Demand Increased

Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue 9,100 8,646 0.95 Trips Diverted

M Street 19,331 19,180 0.99 Trips Diverted

Study Area Corridors 234,554 242,824 1.04 Demand Increased
**Beneficial travel pattern changes because of the South Capitol Street Project are highlighted in Green.
Data Source: MWCOG-St. E Model

3.4.2. Growth Patterns and Comparison of Scenarios

As discussed in previous sections, travel patterns between the existing conditions and future horizon years is expected to
change significantly. New roadway connections associated with other AWI transportation projects, new land uses because of
redevelopment, and shifts in mode use because of constrained vehicular roadways within the District and surrounding
counties are projected to shift traffic volumes on several streets and highways in a more complex pattern. These changes in
traffic patterns are similar in the conditions projected for the updated 2020 and 2040 horizon years, for both the FEIS
Preferred Alternative and the Revised Preferred Alternative.

Table 3-7 shows the 2040ADT volumes for the two future alternatives, compared with the 2010 Existing Conditions and the
2040 No Build.  The differences in the configuration of the FEIS Preferred Alternative and the Revised Preferred Alternative
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are not significant enough in overall system capacity that they affect the total daily forecasted traffic for the future horizon
years.  Therefore, the comparison of ADT volumes in the following tables shows the two alternatives with the same daily
volumes. Traffic on the Frederick Douglass Bridge heading southbound increases by 16 percent between 2010 and the 2040
No Build conditions, and an additional 24 percent between the No Build and the Preferred Alternative, because of the
additional capacity created by three outbound lanes on the new bridge (total increase of 83 percent in traffic between 2010
and the 2040 Preferred Alternative). In the northbound direction, the bridge traffic increases by 16 percent between the
2010 and the 2040 No Build conditions, but only 4.5 percent between the No Build and the Preferred Alternative. There is no
capacity increase on the bridge in the northbound direction because the existing bridge is already three lanes wide inbound.
Between 2010 and the 2040 Preferred Alternative, the total increase in northbound daily traffic is significantly less than the
southbound direction, at approximately 21 percent.

Notable  changes  in  daily  volumes  between the  2010 Existing  Conditions  and the  2040 horizon  years  (for  No Build  and  the
FEIS  Preferred  /  Revised  Preferred  Alternatives)  occur  in  those  areas  where  substantial  increases  in  the  density  of
development generate new trips. These areas include new residential and commercial office developments along South
Capitol Street between N Street SE and the SE/SW Freeway, along 1st and 2nd Streets SW within Buzzard Point, and at St.
Elizabeths West Campus and JBAB on either side of South Capitol Street south of Suitland Parkway.

Similarly, Table 3-8 provides a comparison of ADT volumes for the 2020 and 2040 horizon years for the FEIS Preferred and
Revised  Preferred  Alternatives  as  compared  with  the  2010  Existing  Conditions.  In  general,  the  traffic  volume  patterns  in
2020 and 2040 are relatively similar, with growth leveling off after much of the AWI area is built out by approximately 2020.
Notable differences between 2020 and 2040 conditions include Howard Road, which decreases by almost 46 percent
between  2010  and  2020,  but  then  increases  by  roughly  60  percent  between  2020  and  2040.  This  reflects  the  changes  in
connections that will occur before 2020 and before 2040. First, the removal of direct interstate ramps between Howard
Road and I-295, which are realigned to intersect with Suitland Parkway, will reduce the amount of traffic on Howard Road
overall, and most noticeably at the ramp connection between Howard Road and South Capitol Street. Second, Howard Road
will be reconfigured to intersect the future East Oval sometime after 2020, but before 2040, as part of the ultimate plan to
change the alignment and functional characteristics of the road once Poplar Point is redeveloped. Additional increases in
daily volumes between the 2010 Existing Conditions and the 2020 horizon also occur in the same areas as in the previous
table, where substantial increases in the density of development generate new trips.
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TABLE 3-7: COMPARISON OF EXISTING VERSUS 2040 AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Segments in the Project Area
2010

Existing
Forecast

2040
No Build

2040 FEIS
Preferred and

Revised
Preferred

Percent Change from
2010 Existing to
2040 No Build

Percent Change from
2040 No Build to 2040

FEIS Preferred and
Revised Preferred

South Capitol Street Southbound
I-395 SB ramp to SB South Capitol Street 10,935 11,215 11,570 2.56% 3.17%
I-395 EB (NB) ramp to SB South Capitol Street 6,705 7,560 8,460 12.75% 11.90%
SB South Capitol Street South of I Street 22,300 25,235 27,900 13.16% 10.56%
SB South Capitol Street South of N Street 16,220 24,580 29,670 51.54% 20.71%
SB Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge 27,970 32,340 40,200 15.62% 24.30%
Suitland Parkway South of Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue 25,020 22,250 23,480 -11.07% 5.53%
SB South Capitol Street South of Suitland Parkway 10,615 17,030 17,155 60.43% 0.73%
SB South Capitol Street ramp to SB Suitland Parkway 18,125 17,100 22,755 -5.66% 33.07%
South Capitol Street Northbound
Suitland Parkway South of Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue 26,500 24,615 24,670 -7.11% 0.22%
NB South Capitol Street South of Suitland Parkway 13,735 20,045 19,080 45.94% -4.81%
Howard Road Ramp to NB South Capitol Street 5,065 5,035 4,385 -0.59% -12.91%
NB Frederick Douglass Bridge 34,730 40,300 42,120 16.04% 4.52%
NB South Capitol Street South of N Street 22,260 31,810 32,270 42.90% 1.45%
NB South Capitol Street South of I Street 28,890 31,325 29,870 8.43% -4.64%
NB South Capitol Street to NB I-395 14,175 14,285 13,390 0.78% -6.27%
NB South Capitol Street to WB SE/SW Freeway 8,135 9,380 8,105 15.30% -13.59%
I-295 at Suitland Parkway
Northbound 64,530 58,995 61,600 -8.58% 4.42%
Southbound 67,070 57,960 59,670 -13.58% 2.95%
SE/SW Freeway East of South Capitol Street
Northbound (Westbound) 67,740 67,445 68,760 -0.44% 1.95%
Southbound (Eastbound) 69,680 70,290 69,230 0.88% -1.51%
11th Street Bridge (Local)
Northbound - 20,675 20,490 - -0.89%
Southbound - 20,070 18,560 - -7.52%
11th Street Bridge I-695
Northbound 47,030 55,560 55,690 - 0.23%
Southbound 42,730 54,680 54,140 - -0.99%
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TABLE 3-8: COMPARISON OF 2020 AND 2040 AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Segments in the Project Area
2010

Existing
Forecast

2020 FEIS
Preferred and

Revised Preferred
Alternatives

2040 FEIS Preferred
and   Revised

Preferred
Alternatives

Percent Change from 2010
to 2020 FEIS Preferred and

Revised Preferred
Alternatives

Percent Change from 2020
to 2040 for FEIS Preferred

and Revised Preferred
Alternatives

South Capitol Street Southbound
I-395 SB ramp to SB South Capitol Street 10,935 11,210 11,570 2.51% 3.21%
I-395 EB (NB) ramp to SB South Capitol
Street 6,705 8,795 8,460 31.17% -3.81%
SB South Capitol Street South of I Street 22,300 24,550 27,900 10.09% 13.65%
SB South Capitol Street South of N Street 16,220 26,800 29,670 65.23% 10.71%
SB Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge 27,970 37,995 40,200 35.84% 5.80%
Suitland Parkway South of Martin Luther
King, Jr. Avenue 25,020 21,540 23,480 -13.91% 9.01%
SB South Capitol Street South of Suitland
Parkway 10,615 17,100 17,155 61.09% 0.32%
SB South Capitol  Street ramp to SB Suitland
Parkway 18,125 20,735 22,755 14.40% 9.74%
South Capitol Street Northbound
Suitland Parkway South of Martin Luther
King, Jr. Avenue 26,500 22,880 24,670 -13.66% 7.82%
NB  South  Capitol  Street South of Suitland
Parkway 13,735 19,095 19,080 39.02% -0.08%
Howard Road Ramp to NB South Capitol
Street 5,065 2,740 4,385 -45.90% 60.04%
NB Frederick Douglass Bridge 34,730 39,985 42,120 15.13% 5.34%
NB South Capitol Street South of N Street 22,260 28,865 32,270 29.67% 11.80%
NB South Capitol Street South of I Street 28,890 28,655 29,870 -0.81% 4.24%
NB South Capitol Street to NB I-395 14,175 13,225 13,390 -6.70% 1.25%
NB  South  Capitol  Street  to  WB  SE/SW
Freeway 8,135 8,235 8,105 1.23% -1.58%
I-295 at Suitland Parkway
Northbound 64,530 60,865 61,600 -5.68% 1.21%
Southbound 67,070 58,995 59,670 -12.04% 1.14%
SE/SW Freeway East of South Capitol Street
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TABLE 3-8: COMPARISON OF 2020 AND 2040 AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Segments in the Project Area
2010

Existing
Forecast

2020 FEIS
Preferred and

Revised Preferred
Alternatives

2040 FEIS Preferred
and   Revised

Preferred
Alternatives

Percent Change from 2010
to 2020 FEIS Preferred and

Revised Preferred
Alternatives

Percent Change from 2020
to 2040 for FEIS Preferred

and Revised Preferred
Alternatives

Northbound (Westbound) 67,740 67,215 68,760 -0.78% 2.30%
Southbound (Eastbound) 69,680 67,855 69,230 -2.62% 2.03%
11th Street Bridge (Local)
Northbound - 18,635 20,490 - 9.95%
Southbound - 17,695 18,560 - 4.89%
11th Street Bridge I-695
Northbound 47,030 54,395 55,690 - 2.38%
Southbound 42,730 53,200 54,140 - 1.77%
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3.4.3. Peak Hour Volumes

For  the  AM and PM peak  hour  traffic  forecasts,  post-processing  from the  ADT volumes  was  used  to  develop  hourly  traffic
volume forecasts at individual intersection turning movements. Peak hour turning movement volumes were calculated for
both  the  FEIS  Preferred  Alternative  and the  Revised  Preferred  Alternative  for  the  2020 and 2040 horizon  years.  While  the
daily traffic for the two alternatives is  the same, the peak hour volumes vary between them as a result of modifications in
intersection configurations, specific turning movements, and corresponding differences in the percentage of daily traffic that
flows through the network in the peak hours. A comparison of hourly traffic volumes between the Preferred Alternative and
the Revised Preferred Alternative, along with the 2010 Existing Conditions baseline, is provided in Tables 3-9 and Table 3-10
for 2020 and 2040, respectively.

In general, the peak hour volumes shown for the Revised Preferred Alternative are roughly equivalent to those of the FEIS
Preferred Alternative in the 2020 horizon year, but slightly lower. Overall, volumes are lower by approximately 4 percent for
both the AM and PM peak hours. In 2040, the volumes for the Revised Preferred Alternative are 10 to 12 percent lower as a
whole, but more variable than the 2020 horizon year, with some locations showing higher volumes compared with the FEIS
Preferred Alternative. For the Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge, the percent change between the FEIS Preferred
Alternative and the Revised Preferred Alternative are as follows in the 2040 horizon year:

Frederick Douglass Bridge - % change 2040 2040
From FEIS to Revised Preferred Alternative AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Southbound Direction 1% decrease 11% decrease

Northbound Direction 2% decrease  2% increase

Appendix A details freeway volumes and intersection turning movements for 2020 and 2040 AM and PM peak hours and for
the No Build Alternative, the FEIS Preferred Alternative, and the Revised Preferred Alternative.

3.4.4. Truck Traffic

The truck traffic conditions for future years presented in the FEIS ranged from an average of 5.5 to 6.75 percent along the
South  Capitol  Street  corridor,  6.0  to  6.5  percent  on  I-295,  and  1.4  percent  on  Suitland  Parkway.  Truck  traffic  volume
percentages shown in the FEIS for the 2030 FEIS Preferred Alternative remain the same in 2040, and do not vary between
the FEIS Preferred Alternative and the Revised Preferred Alternative. Therefore, the future year characteristics for truck
percentages presented in the FEIS are valid for the SFEIS.
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TABLE 3-9: COMPARISON OF 2020 AVERAGE PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Segments in the Project Area
2010 Existing 2020 FEIS Preferred

Alternative
2020 Revised Preferred

Alternative
AM Peak

Hour
PM Peak

Hour
AM Peak

Hour
PM Peak

Hour
AM Peak

Hour
PM Peak

Hour
South Capitol Street Southbound
I-395 SB ramp to SB South Capitol Street 610 450 685 565 670 590
I-395 EB (NB) ramp to SB South Capitol Street 900 510 1,125 455 935 500
SB South Capitol Street South of I Street 1,875 2,325 2,190 2,860 1,980 2,385
SB South Capitol Street South of N Street 1,650 2,640 1,885 2,740 2,120 2,560
SB Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge 1,720 3,930 2,055 4,625 2,225 4,130
Suitland Parkway South of Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue 1,085 2,795 775 2,975 790 2,940
SB South Capitol Street South of Suitland Parkway 630 1,105 875 1,665 895 1,510
SB South Capitol Street ramp to SB Suitland Parkway 1,090 2,825 1,110 2,895 1,415 2,705
South Capitol Street Northbound
Suitland Parkway south of Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue 2,755 1,210 3,085 1,000 2,945 1,090
NB South Capitol Street South of Suitland Parkway 740 380 1,500 770 1,325 685
Howard Road Ramp to NB South Capitol Street 1,080 540 455 265 385 330
NB Frederick Douglass Bridge 4,345 1,330 4,640 2,110 4,070 2,325
NB South Capitol Street South of N Street 3,785 1,505 3,635 1,720 3,040 1,835
NB South Capitol Street South of I Street 2,845 1,260 2,815 1,400 2,880 1,720
NB South Capitol Street to NB I-395 1,430 600 1,480 560 1,140 575
NB South Capitol Street to WB SE/SW Freeway 840 695 715 685 1,135 685
I-295 at Suitland Parkway
Northbound 6,220 4,685 5,635 5,155 6,020 4,150
Southbound 4,550 5,910 3,630 5,375 3,190 6,350
SE/SW Freeway East of South Capitol Street
Northbound (Westbound) 7,235 4,495 6,880 6,035 7,015 5,380
Southbound (Eastbound) 4,005 5,180 4,930 7,565 4,190 7,615
11th Street Bridge (Local)
Northbound - - 1,535 595 2,110 1,140
Southbound - - 225 2,345 305 2,245
11th Street Bridge I-695
Northbound 5,230 2,650 6,970 4,905 5,620 4,110
Southbound 1,920 3,505 3,570 6,175 3,275 5,530
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TABLE 3-10: COMPARISON OF 2040 AVERAGE PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Segments in the Project Area
2010 Existing

2040 FEIS Preferred
Alternative

2040 Revised Preferred
Alternative

AM Peak
Hour

PM Peak
Hour

AM Peak
Hour

PM Peak
Hour

AM Peak
Hour

PM Peak
Hour

South Capitol Street Southbound
I-395 SB ramp to SB South Capitol Street 610 450 705 605 700 600
I-395 EB (NB) ramp to SB South Capitol Street 900 510 1,155 510 975 520
SB South Capitol Street South of I Street 1,875 2,325 2,290 3,040 2,065 2,475
SB South Capitol Street South of N Street 1,650 2,640 2,205 2,835 2,205 2,675
SB Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge 1,720 3,930 2,345 4,820 2,320 4,300
Suitland Parkway South of Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue 1,085 2,795 850 3,155 800 2,970
SB South Capitol Street South of Suitland Parkway 630 1,105 940 1,765 895 1,595
SB South Capitol Street ramp to SB Suitland Parkway 1,090 2,825 1,315 2,960 1,385 2,715
South Capitol Street Northbound
Suitland Parkway south of Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue 2,755 1,210 3,120 1,065 3,000 1,110
NB South Capitol Street South of Suitland Parkway 740 380 1,650 810 1,500 815
Howard Road Ramp to NB South Capitol Street 1,080 540 510 480 465 390
NB Frederick Douglass Bridge 4,345 1,330 4,755 2,375 4,200 2,425
NB South Capitol Street South of N Street 3,785 1,505 3,730 1,925 3,125 1,900
NB South Capitol Street South of I Street 2,845 1,260 2,880 1,550 2,950 1,775
NB South Capitol Street to NB I-395 1,430 600 1,490 565 1,140 600
NB South Capitol Street to WB SE/SW Freeway 840 695 720 720 1,180 715
I-295 at Suitland Parkway
Northbound 6,220 4,685 6,515 5,915 6,145 4,255
Southbound 4,550 5,910 4,030 6,305 3,275 6,440
SE/SW Freeway East of South Capitol Street
Northbound (Westbound) 7,235 4,495 7,655 6,885 7,050 5,605
Southbound (Eastbound) 4,005 5,180 5,790 8,590 4,475 7,640
11th Street Bridge (Local)
Northbound - - 1,950 685 2,200 1,190
Southbound - - 245 2,855 320 2,320
11th Street Bridge I-695
Northbound 5,230 2,650 7,950 5,835 4,700 4,280
Southbound 1,920 3,505 4,100 7,395 3,520 5,550
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4. FUTURE TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES

4.1. MASS TRANSIT

The proposed improvements in the Revised Preferred Alternative were designed to enhance other planned transit expansion
in  the  area.  Phase  1  of  the  Anacostia  Streetcar  Line  project  is  currently  under  construction  and  is  scheduled  to  begin
operation  in  2014.  The  Streetcar  line  is  constructed  on  Firth  Sterling  Avenue  and  will  cross  the  intersection  of  Suitland
Parkway. Future planned extensions will link the Anacostia Streetcar Phase 2 project south to the St. Elizabeths Campus and
north across the Anacostia River to the Navy Yard/Near Southeast and Capitol Hill.

4.2. PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLES

Pedestrian  and  bicycle  facilities  are  an  integral  part  of  the  proposed  improvements  on  South  Capitol  Street.  This  Project
provides facilities to complement existing and planned bike lanes and trails. These facilities would work in concert with the
streetscape design. In general, the proposed streetscape design would add widened sidewalks and pedestrian- and
bicycle-oriented elements such as street trees, benches, bike racks, and pedestrian-scale streetlights. As previously
discussed, the new Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge would include multi-use paths that would be substantially wider
than the  sidewalks  on  the  existing  bridge.  Sidewalks  within  the  study  area  would  range  from 11  feet  on  the  South  Capitol
Street corridor to 20 feet on the Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge.

The proposed bicycle routes through the project area consist primarily of signed bicycle routes that connect bicyclists
traveling through the area to and from the various local activity centers. This Project provides facilities to complement
existing and planned bike lanes and trails, including facilities proposed by other projects, such as the Anacostia Riverwalk
Trail and bicycle lanes on 1st Street SE and Potomac Avenue SE. The bicycle lanes on 1st Street SE were constructed in 2008
as part of the South Capitol Street Near-Term Improvements. The Revised Preferred Alternative would provide a connection
from the proposed Riverwalk Trail terminus at Poplar Point to the new Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge.

In the Revised Preferred Alternative, the existing pedestrian bridge over Suitland Parkway, south of Martin Luther King, Jr.
Avenue SE, would be rebuilt to accommodate the proposed Suitland Parkway and Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue SE
interchange and the widening of Suitland Parkway. To improve safety, the rebuilt pedestrian bridge could be realigned and
include a more direct connection near Bowen Road SE; this could address the problem of pedestrians illegally crossing
Suitland Parkway at-grade on a more northerly alignment instead of using the existing pedestrian bridge.

Capital Bikeshare is a regional program that provides customers access to bicycles for a designated period of time, and its
only goal is to increase the number of modes of transportation available throughout the region. Bikesharing in Washington
began in 2008 with Smartbike DC – 10 stations and 100 bicycles,  the predecessor of the current program. Currently,  there
are 140 stations for use around the region including four stations within the study area – M Street and New Jersey Avenue
(Navy Yard), 1st Street and K Street, 1st Street and N Street (Nationals Ballpark and the Anacostia Metro station).

4.2.1. Design Differences between FEIS Preferred and Revised Preferred Alternatives

TABLE 4-1: PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE FACILITIES DESIGN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE FEIS PREFERRED AND REVISED PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVES

Roadway Limits FEIS Preferred Alternative Revised Preferred Alternative
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4.3. ROADWAY NETWORK

As described in Chapter 1 of this document, this TTR analyzed three future alternatives: the No Build Alternative, the FEIS
Preferred Alternative and the Revised Preferred Alternative. The changes incorporated in the Revised Preferred Alternative
from the FEIS Preferred Alternative were the result of potential  risks identified by DDOT following the release of the FEIS.
The bridge alignment of the Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge was evaluated in terms of design efficacy, constructability,
cost, right-of-way requirements, environmental considerations, and other factors. From this evaluation, several potential
risks to the project progress and schedule were identified with regards to constructing the FEIS Preferred Alternative, in
particular the proposed new Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge. With the purpose of understanding the transportation
facilities assumed for the Transportation Technical Report, the following sections describe the main changes proposed in the
Revised Preferred Alternative.

4.3.1. Main Changes Proposed in the Revised Preferred Alternative Relevant for
Transportation and Traffic Analysis

The entire Project is divided in five segments as follows (see Figure 4-1):

Segment 1 includes the area encompassing the Anacostia River and the riverside areas immediately west and east of
the river. It includes a new Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge and traffic ovals on both sides of the river.

Segment 2 includes I-295 and the area where Suitland Parkway connects with South Capitol Street.

South Capitol
Street

Frederick
Douglass
Memorial

Bridge

Accommodates 20-foot wide bike/pedestrian
paths on both sides of the vehicular travels lanes
on the bridge.

Accommodates 18-foot wide bike/pedestrian paths on
both sides of the vehicular travels lanes on the bridge.

South Capitol
Street I-695

The ramp carrying northbound South Capitol
Street traffic to westbound I-695 would be
removed and replaced with an urban interchange
ramp from South Capitol Street, while the ramp
configuration from eastbound I-695 to
southbound South Capitol Street will remain.

Both existing ramp configuration between I-695 and
South Capitol Street will be replaced with an urban
interchange, creating a much safer interchange
configuration for cyclists and pedestrians.

Suitland
Parkway I-295

An urban diamond interchange would be
implemented that would allow all movements
between Suitland Parkway and I-295.

On Suitland Parkway, one eastbound through lane at
the intersection with the proposed new diamond
ramps with I-295 would be eliminated in order to
accommodate a sidewalk and bike path on southern
side of Suitland Parkway.

South Capitol
Street

Suitland
Parkway

The existing ramps would be replaced with a
traffic circle, allowing pedestrian and bicycle
travel between South Capitol Street and Howard
Road. A sidewalk would be installed along the
outside of the circle where none exists today. The
pedestrian travel distance around the circle
would be greater than traveling through the
traditional at-grade intersection.

The proposed traffic circle would be replaced by an
oval, providing a sidewalk around the oval. The
pedestrian travel distance around the oval would still
be greater than traveling through the traditional
at-grade intersection.

Suitland
Parkway

Martin Luther
King, Jr.
Avenue

The proposed interchange at Suitland Parkway
would require pedestrians and bicyclists to cross
the ramps between the two roadways. These
crossings would be controlled by a traffic signal.

The elimination of the center ramp interchange will
provide two urban diamond interchange that will be
controlled by traffic signal. In addition, a sidewalk/bike
path would be provided or upgraded along the north
side of the reconstructed Suitland Parkway.
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Segment 3 includes Suitland Parkway east of Firth Sterling Avenue.

Segment 4 includes South Capitol Street on the west side of the river from M Street to Interstate 695 (I-695).

Segment 5 encompasses the areas north of I-695 to Independence Avenue and also includes New Jersey Avenue SE
between M Street SE and D Street SE. The FEIS limits extended north past D Street to C Street.
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FIGURE 4-1: SEGMENTS OF THE SOUTH CAPITOL STREET PROJECT

Appendix F includes detailed conceptual drawings for Segments 1 through 4 of the Revised Preferred Alternative.

The main changes proposed in the Revised Preferred Alternative, which are relevant for the purpose of the analysis done in
this TTR, are depicted and numbered in Figure 4-2 and summarized below.

CHANGE #1: PROFILE RECONFIGURATION OF I-295 SB RAMP TO SUITLAND PARKWAY EB

In the Revised Preferred Alternative, Ramp B, which accommodates southbound I-295 to eastbound Suitland Parkway
movements, is lengthened to reduce the gradient of the ramp from 9 percent, which would be substandard for an interstate
highway ramp, to 6.5 percent.

CHANGE #2: EXTENDED ACCELERATION LANE

The Revised Preferred Alternative provides additional acceleration distance for Ramp F to merge to I-295 northbound.

CHANGE #3: NEW OVAL IN REPLACEMENT FOR FEIS TRAFFIC CIRCLE

The re-alignment of the proposed bridge required the redesign of the originally proposed traffic circle on the east end of the
Anacostia River as proposed in the FEIS Preferred Alternative. The Revised Preferred Alternative would include a traffic oval
similar in size and scale to the traffic oval on the west end of the river (see Figure 4-3). The result is an aesthetic match of
both  the  west  and  east  side  ovals.  The  east  oval  would  be  located  completely  within  the  DDOT right-of-way.  It  would  still
connect the new Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge and realigned South Capitol Street and Suitland Parkway. However,
unlike the traffic circle proposed under the FEIS Preferred Alternative, the east oval would not directly connect with Howard



South Capitol Street

Transportation Technical Report

South Capitol Street 4-5

2020 TRAFFIC OPERATION ANALYSIS RESULTS

Road in  the  2020 scenario.  The  connection  would  be  made in  the  future  as  part  of  the  development  of  Poplar  Point.  The
connection is assumed in the 2040 scenario (see Figure 4-4).

CHANGE #4: URBAN DIAMOND INTERCHANGE

Instead of an interchange with center ramps at Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue SE, the overpass would be converted into an
urban diamond interchange. The new ramps on both sides of the Suitland Parkway would provide for all possible
movements between the Parkway and Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue SE. The elimination of the center ramp means that the
Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue SE Bridge over Suitland Parkway would not have to be altered. The bridge is a contributing
resource to Suitland Parkway, which is a historic property.

CHANGE #5: NEW FREDERICK DOUGLASS MEMORIAL BRIDGE ALIGNMENT

The proposed new Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge for the Revised Preferred Alternative would be located
approximately 30 feet from the south side or downstream from the existing bridge superstructure (see Figure 4-3). The
bridge would be a fixed span allowing for a vertical  clearance below the structure of 42 feet and a horizontal clearance of
150 feet. Similar to FEIS Preferred Alternative, the new proposed bridge under the Revised Preferred Alternative would
support six travel lanes (three lanes in each direction) and bike/pedestrian paths.
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FIGURE 4-2: REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE MAIN MODIFICATION FROM FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

South Capitol Street
Corridor
SFEIS Revised
Alternative
Main Changes from
FEIS Alternative

1. Reconfigure Ramp B profile
2. Lengthen Ramp F acceleration

lane
3. Reconfigure access with an oval

(replace circle)
4. Reconfigure with tight urban

diamond interchange
5. New Bridge Alignment
6. Reconfigure left turn lanes at

South Capitol Street and M
Street

7. Reconfigure intersection at Eye
Street and K Street allowing left
turns from South Capitol Street

8. Reconfigure I-395/I-695 ramp
terminal at South Capitol Street
and other improvements
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FIGURE 4-3: REVISED CONFIGURATION FOR WEST AND EAST OVALS
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FIGURE 4-4: PRELIMINARY CONCEPT FOR FUTURE CONNECTION TO HOWARD ROAD AS ASSUMED IN 2040 SCENARIOS
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FIGURE 4-5: URBAN DIAMOND INTERCHANGE AT MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. AVENUE SE AND SUITLAND PARKWAY
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CHANGE #6 AND #7: RECONFIGURED INTERSECTION AT SOUTH CAPITOL STREET AND M STREET AND NEW LEFT

TURN MOVEMENTS ALLOWED AT I STREET AND AT L STREET

In the FEIS Preferred Alternative, the existing grade separation at this location is replaced with an at-grade intersection that
provides dual left turn lanes in each direction of South Capitol Street. In the Revised Preferred Alternative, the footprint of
the intersection is reduced to shorten pedestrian crossing distances. This is accomplished by replacing the dual left turn
lanes with single left turn lanes. Figure 4-6 depicts the revised configuration. The Revised Preferred Alternative would also
provide left turn access along South Capitol Street at three additional locations in comparison to the FEIS Preferred
alternative. Those locations are at southbound South Capitol Street to I Street SE, southbound South Capitol Street to L
Street SE, and northbound South Capitol Street to I Street SW. These changes would allow for greater connectivity and
reduce queues at the intersection of South Capitol Street and M Street (See Figure 4-7). To further represent the
monumental character of South Capitol Street as a grand urban boulevard, a wider planted median would be implemented
between the west oval and the Southeast/Southwest Freeway.
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FIGURE 4-6: M STREET AND SOUTH CAPITOL STREET INTERSECTION – REVISED CONFIGURATION
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FIGURE 4-7: REVISED CONFIGURATION FOR SOUTH CAPITOL STREET AT I STREET AND AT K STREET
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CHANGE #8: RECONFIGURATION OF SOUTH CAPITOL STREET AT I-395/I-695 TERMINAL RAMP AND OTHER

FREEWAY IMPROVEMENTS

I-695 begins at 4th Street SW where I-395 turns to the north towards the 3rd Street/I-395 North Tunnel. Ramps from South
Capitol Street connect to northbound I-395 and westbound I-695/westbound I-395. Three of the ramps to and from I-695
and I-395 would be reconfigured to improve safety and operations. These modifications include the following:

Ramp H and I-695 southbound would be modified using pavement restriping to improve safety at the Ramp G merge
area with minimal cost and impacts.

A new access point from SB South Capitol Street to Ramp G/GD (towards I-395 North Tunnel and WB I-695 / SB I-395)
would be provided.

The existing Ramp E and Ramp EF and the South Capitol Street and I Street intersection would be reconfigured to an
urban interchange ramp, which would not only improve the aesthetic and visual quality but also the safety and
operations. This would match the type of ramp proposed under the FEIS Preferred Alternative for northbound South
Capitol Street to westbound freeway movements. The modified ramp would require a signalized intersection with
South Capitol Street.

Figure 4-8 depict the proposed modifications.

4.3.2. Major Benefits/Advantages of Revised Preferred Alternative Design (Compared
with FEIS Preferred Alternative)

SEGMENT 3 REFINED CONCEPT:

PRESERVES HISTORIC MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. AVENUE BRIDGE aesthetics over Suitland Parkway while improving
the traffic operation and pedestrian/bicycle amenities (minimizes adverse effects under Section 106 and Section 4(f)).

ENTAILS A MODIFIED INTERCHANGE CONFIGURATION (compact urban diamond) that improves the safety and level of
service (compared to original FEIS Preferred Alternative where ramps are constructed at the median of Suitland
Parkway):

o Better aligns with the Phase I improvements than original FEIS Preferred Alternative.

o Improves weaving movements on Suitland Parkway between Firth Sterling Avenue and MLK Jr. Avenue.

o Eliminates left-side entrances and exits on Suitland Parkway, which is especially problematic on the east side of
Firth Sterling Avenue intersection in the FEIS Preferred Alternative.

o Eliminates sight-distance obstructions in the median of Suitland Parkway associated with FEIS Preferred
Alternative.

REDUCES IMPACT TO EXISTING CONDITION:

o Avoids the relocation of Pepco 230 KV transmission lines along Suitland Parkway.

o Eliminates the conflict between the new MLK Jr. Bridge abutment (in the FEIS Preferred Alternative) and existing
underground WMATA Metro tunnel.

o Requires less right-of-way acquisition.



South Capitol Street

Transportation Technical Report

South Capitol Street 4-14

2020 TRAFFIC OPERATION ANALYSIS RESULTS

FIGURE 4-8 RECONFIGURATION OF SOUTH CAPITOL STREET AT I-395/I-695 TERMINAL RAMP AND OTHER FREEWAY IMPROVEMENTS

SEGMENT 4 REFINED CONCEPT:

AESTHETIC: The character of South Capitol Street, a grand urban boulevard and urban gateway to the U.S. Capitol and
the Monumental Core, is improved by:

o Maintaining a straight roadway centerline as well as straight curbs, gutters, and planting beds, which better
represents the southern axis radiating from Capitol Hill.

o Preserving the South Capitol Street view shed in order to promote views of the Capitol Building, which is the most
critical aspect of the entry experience.

o Implementing a wider planted median along South Capitol Street between Phase I West Oval and SE/SW Freeway,
which better represents the monumental character of a grand urban boulevard.
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MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION (i.e. automobiles, transit, pedestrians, and bicyclists) is better accommodated by:

o Widening pedestrian refugee area and shortening pedestrian crossing distance, which will improve the safety for
pedestrians and bicyclists.

o Including wider, continuous planting beds create a more significant buffer between the roadway and the sidewalk,
improving safety and comfort for pedestrians and bicyclists.

BETTER CONNECTIVITY:

o Provides left turn access along South Capitol Street at three additional locations: SB to I Street SE, SB to L Street SE,
and NB to I Street SW.  This allows for greater connectivity and reduces bottle-necking at the intersection of
South Capitol Street / M Street.

ENHANCED INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENTS:

o Ramp H and I-695  SB  are  revised  (pavement  restriping  without  widening)  effectively  improving  the  safety  at  the
Ramp G merge area with minimal cost and impacts.

o Provides new access point from SB South Capitol Street to Ramp G/GD (towards I-395 North Tunnel and WB I-695
/ SB I-395).

o Reconfigures existing Ramp E and Ramp EF and the South Capitol Street / I Street intersection, which will not only
improve the aesthetic and visual quality but also the safety and operations.

ENVIRONMENTAL FRIENDLY:

o The current footprint has more green space and less right-of-way impact.

o Sustainable stormwater management is implemented by reducing the total impervious surface and incorporating
streetscape bio-retention systems.

o The sites that are deemed eligible by the National Register of Historic Places (such as St. Vincent de Paul Catholic
Church, Skyline Hotel, and Randall Recreation Center, etc.) have been preserved.

EXTENDED PROJECT LIMIT creates a more contiguous and monumental entry experience along South Capitol Street by
extending the project limits from SE/SW Freeway to D St.
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5. 2020 TRAFFIC OPERATION ANALYSIS RESULTS

The  results  of  traffic  operation  analysis  conducted  for  the  TTR  is  presented  as  a  comparison  for  opening  year  (2020)  and
design year (2040) of the No Build, FEIS Preferred, and Revised Preferred Alternatives. The following sections summarize the
outcomes from the analysis.

5.1. ARTERIAL TRAFFIC ANALYSIS

5.1.1. Intersection Level of Service Analysis

Traffic operational analyses to predict intersection delays and levels of service, queuing, and travel speeds were performed
on 2020 forecasted  traffic  for  the  No Build,  the  FEIS  Preferred  Alternative,  and  the  Revised  Preferred  Alternative.  Level  of
service is defined as a qualitative measure describing the operational conditions within a traffic stream and their perception
by motorists.  The LOS of a roadway or intersection falls  into one of six categories,  A through F.  LOS A represents the best
operating condition, and LOS F represents the worst condition. Under today’s traffic conditions, in an urban area such as the
District of Columbia, a facility operating at or better than LOS D is considered acceptable. Accordingly, intersections at LOS E
and F are highlighted as being deficient and are expected to fail in 2020 or 2040.

To characterize the local street system and highlight potential differences between the alternatives, all intersections within
the project area were selected for evaluation. Figure 5-1 identifies the intersections used to evaluate and compare the
performance of the local street system.

AM and PM peak hour intersection delays and LOS results for the 2020 scenario for the No Build, FEIS Preferred, and Revised
Preferred Alternatives are summarized in Table 5-1. As shown in Table 5-1, in all alternatives several intersections operate at
poor  LOS  (LOS  E  or  F). Table 5-2 compares the overall results among the alternatives. As shown, the Revised Preferred
Alternative presents fewer intersections operating at LOS E or F than those of the No Build and FEIS Preferred Alternatives.
In the Revised Preferred Alternative, in total only eight intersections in the AM peak operate poorly compared to 12 and 17
of  the  No  Build  and  FEIS  Preferred  Alternatives,  respectively.  Similarly,  in  the  PM  peak,  17  intersections  in  the  Revised
Preferred  Alternative  operate  at  LOS  E  or  F  compared  to  20  and  24  on  the  No  Build  and  FEIS  Preferred  Alternatives,
respectively.

While many of the intersections that operate poorly do that in all alternatives, there are also many others that operate at
different LOS which are the result of the changes in travel patterns in the area. It is also because of the changes in capacity
from the proposed improvements in the corridor.

Overall, the Revised Preferred Alternative performs best in terms of intersection levels of service in both 2020 AM and PM
traffic conditions.
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FIGURE 5-1: PROJECT AREA INTERSECTION FOR TRAFFIC ANALYSIS
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TABLE 5-1: 2020 AVERAGE DELAY PER VEHICLE AND LOS AT PROJECT AREA INTERSECTIONS

Intersection

AM Peak
Hour
Delay

(Sec/Veh)

AM
Peak
Hour
LOS

PM Peak
Hour
Delay

(Sec/Veh)

PM
Peak
Hour
LOS

AM Peak
Hour
Delay

(Sec/Veh)

AM
Peak
Hour
LOS

PM Peak
Hour
Delay

(Sec/Veh)

PM
Peak
Hour
LOS

AM Peak
Hour
Delay

(Sec/Veh)

AM
Peak
Hour
LOS

PM Peak
Hour
Delay

(Sec/Veh)

PM
Peak
Hour
LOS

No Build Alternative FEIS Preferred Alternative Revised Preferred Alternative

7th St SW and Capitol Square Pl SW/ I-395 Ramp 9 A 3 A 5 A 10 B 8 A 2 A

7th St SW and Frontage Rd SW 7 A 12 B 9 A 8 A 8 A 14 B

7th St SW and E St SW 4 A 5 A 5 A 9 A 5 A 4 A

West Oval - - - - 104 F 56 E 32 C 60 E

South Capitol St and Potomac Ave 90 F 62 E - - - - - - - -

South Capitol St and P St 11 B 29 C 9 A 7 A 10 B 27 C

South Capitol St and O St 5 A 37 D 12 B 6 A 9 A 30 C

South Capitol St and N St 14 B 43 D 33 C 8 A 31 C 41 D

South Capitol St and M St 51 D 48 D 43 D 41 D 53 D 45 D

South Capitol St and L St 30 D 9 A 18 B 32 C 26 C 16 B

South Capitol St and K St 30 D 59 F 17 B 17 B 20 C 12 B

South Capitol St and I St 44 D 57 E 33 C 37 D 26 C 24 C

South Capitol St SB and I-395 Ramp 17 B 343 F 23 C 87 F 21 C 26 C

South Capitol St and Virginia Ave 9 A 54 D 8 A 84 F 11 B 20 C

South Capitol St and E St/ Washington Ave 21 C 86 F 21 C 153 F 26 C 46 D

South Capitol St and Canal St/ Washington Ave 24 C 30 C 23 C 19 B 23 C 28 C

3rd St SE and WB Virginia Ave SE/ I-695 Ramp 8 A 52 D 9 A 13 B 8 A 23 C

5th St SE and EB Virginia Ave SE/ I-695 Ramp 10 A 15 B 9 A 29 C 1 A 13 B

8th St SE and EB Virginia Ave SE/ I-695 Ramp 17 B 12 B 10 A 12 B 15 B 13 B

8th St SE and I St SE 14 B 7 A 12 B 13 B 15 B 10 A

11th St SE and N St SE 8 A 43 D 66 E 100 F 9 A 47 D

11th St SE and M St SE 27 C 128 F 65 E 61 E 25 C 136 F

11th St SE and I St SE 42 D 85 F 36 D 78 E 15 B 97 F

12th St SE and M St SE 40 D 42 D 27 C 69 E 9 A 18 B

South Capitol St and Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave 43 D 19 B 40 D 20 B 60 E 20 B

Malcolm X Ave SE and West Access Rd 27 C 17 B 49 D 16 B 28 C 16 B

Malcolm X Ave SE and 2nd St SE 85 F 25 D 44 E 25 C 63 F 26 D
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TABLE 5-1: 2020 AVERAGE DELAY PER VEHICLE AND LOS AT PROJECT AREA INTERSECTIONS

Intersection

AM Peak
Hour
Delay

(Sec/Veh)

AM
Peak
Hour
LOS

PM Peak
Hour
Delay

(Sec/Veh)

PM
Peak
Hour
LOS

AM Peak
Hour
Delay

(Sec/Veh)

AM
Peak
Hour
LOS

PM Peak
Hour
Delay

(Sec/Veh)

PM
Peak
Hour
LOS

AM Peak
Hour
Delay

(Sec/Veh)

AM
Peak
Hour
LOS

PM Peak
Hour
Delay

(Sec/Veh)

PM
Peak
Hour
LOS

No Build Alternative FEIS Preferred Alternative Revised Preferred Alternative
Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and Gate 1 West Campus/
UCC Visitor East 43 D 20 B 29 C 22 C 9 A 18 B
Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and Sumner Rd SE/ Stanton
Rd SE 121 F 37 D 114 F 28 C 34 C 27 C

South Capitol St and Firth Sterling Ave 93 F 65 E 223 F 62 E 65 E 58 E

Firth Sterling Ave SE and West Access Rd 38 D 67 E 44 D 51 D 62 E 44 D

Firth Sterling Ave SE and Barry Rd SE 13 B 42 D 3 A 36 D 18 B 92 F

Suitland Pkwy and Firth Sterling Ave SE 68 E 152 F 50 D 30 C 53 D 30 C

Howard Rd SE and Anacostia Metro Parking Garage 7 A 17 B 6 A 9 A 6 A 12 B

Howard Rd SE and Firth Sterling Ave SE 35 D 28 C 34 C 30 C 29 C 57 E

Howard Rd SE and Anacostia Metro Station 31 C 39 D 8 A 14 B 13 B 42 D

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and Howard Rd SE 61 E 82 F 24 C 58 E 35 D 36 D

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and Talbert St SE 16 B 40 D 9 A 58 E 14 B 11 B
Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and Morris Rd SE/ Chicago
St SE 32 C 34 C 23 C 60 E 34 C 24 C
Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and Pleasant St SE/ Maple
View Pl SE 24 C 239 F 21 C 347 F 24 C 67 F

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and W St SE 14 B 53 D 15 B 157 F 14 B 84 F

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and U St SE 17 B 36 D 204 F 1131 F 18 B 109 F

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and Good Hope Rd SE 55 E 72 E 80 E 99 F 48 D 80 F

Good Hope Rd SE and 13th St SE 72 E 63 E 105 F 109 F 61 E 84 F

Suitland Pkwy and Stanton Rd SE 125 F 46 D 63 E 74 E 93 F 84 F

11th St SE and O St SE 67 E 78 E 144 F 99 F 20 C 69 E

11th St SE and Southeast Blvd 37 D 49 D 39 D 72 E 26 C 88 F

12th St SE and Southeast Blvd 30 C 10 A 55 D 68 E 20 B 13 B

Firth Sterling Ave SE and Eaton Rd SE 9 A 21 C 21 C 24 C 94 F 12 B

South Capitol St and Suitland Pkwy/ Howard Rd 133 F 27 C - - - - - - - -

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and Suitland Pkwy Ramps - - - - 59 E 23 C 47 D 38 D

Suitland Pkwy and I-295 NB Ramps - - - - 51 D 28 C 21 C 38 D
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TABLE 5-1: 2020 AVERAGE DELAY PER VEHICLE AND LOS AT PROJECT AREA INTERSECTIONS

Intersection

AM Peak
Hour
Delay

(Sec/Veh)

AM
Peak
Hour
LOS

PM Peak
Hour
Delay

(Sec/Veh)

PM
Peak
Hour
LOS

AM Peak
Hour
Delay

(Sec/Veh)

AM
Peak
Hour
LOS

PM Peak
Hour
Delay

(Sec/Veh)

PM
Peak
Hour
LOS

AM Peak
Hour
Delay

(Sec/Veh)

AM
Peak
Hour
LOS

PM Peak
Hour
Delay

(Sec/Veh)

PM
Peak
Hour
LOS

No Build Alternative FEIS Preferred Alternative Revised Preferred Alternative

Suitland Pkwy and I-295 SB Ramps - - - - 78 E 23 C 14 B 56 E

East Oval - - - - 118 F 64 E 35 D 68 E

Malcolm X Ave SE and I-295 NB Ramps 6 A 1 A 17 C 2 A 1 A 1 A

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and I-295 Ramps 87 F 59 E 72 E 51 D 50 D 91 F

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and I-295 SB Ramp 8 A 83 F 36 D 112 F 2 A 71 E

I-295 SB Ramps and West Access Rd 17 B 11 B 58 E 9 A 16 B 24 C

South Capitol St SB Ramps and Malcolm X Ave 10 B 31 C 12 B 57 E 10 A 28 C

South Capitol St NB Ramps and Malcolm X Ave 21 C 15 B 56 E 10 B 19 B 14 B

M St SW and Half St SW 84 F 79 E 13 B 12 B 32 C 37 D

M St SE and Half St SE 16 B 15 B 18 B 11 B 122 F 5 A

South Capitol St and Parking Lot (beneath I-695)* 5 A 57 E 8 A 36 D - - - -

5th St SE and Virginia Ave SE 25 C 27 C 29 C 58 E 0 A 1 A

Howard Rd SE and I-295 SB Ramp 22 C 35 C - - - - - - - -
Source: VISSIM modeling by CH2M HILL, 2014
Note:  Shaded areas highlight intersections projected to have unacceptable (E) or failing (F) levels of service.
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TABLE 5-2: SUMMARY OF INTERSECTIONS OPERATING AT LOS E OR F IN 2020

No Build FEIS Preferred Revised Preferred

AM PM AM PM AM PM

Intersections with LOS E 5 10 10 13 4 6

Intersections with LOS F 7 10 7 11 4 11

Total 12 20 17 24 8 17

5.1.2. Queuing Analysis Results

Table 5-3 summarizes queuing results for all intersections within the project area. Total queue length for a particular
intersection approach are also compared with the available storage (capacity to allocate the queue without causing spill over
to another intersection or facility). Those queues that exceed the available storage have been highlighted in light blue. Table
5-4 shows the overall comparison among alternatives of number of intersection approaches where the average or the 95th
percentile  queue  length  exceeds  the  available  storage  capacity.  As  shown  in  Table  5-4,  both  the  FEIS  Preferred  and  the
Revised Preferred Alternatives performed worse than the No Build Alternative. Queues develop longer on both Build
alternatives thus exceeding the available storage capacity in more approaches. It is important to note that, as will be shown
in upcoming sections, the Revised Preferred Alternative processes more demand than any of the other alternatives. As such,
while queues may be longer in several locations, they also reflect the fact that additional demand is able to traverse the
project area corridors.



TABLE 5-3: SUMMARY OF INTERSECTION APPROACH QUEUES FOR 2020 OPERATION

Intersection
Name

Approach
Direction Movement Storage

(ft)

AM
Average
Queue

(ft)

AM 95th
Percentile

Queue
(ft)

PM
Average
Queue

(ft)

PM 95th
Percentile

Queue
(ft)

Storage
(ft)

AM
Average
Queue

(ft)

AM 95th
Percentile

Queue
(ft)

PM
Average
Queue

(ft)

PM 95th
Percentile

Queue
(ft)

Storage
(ft)

AM
Average
Queue

(ft)

AM 95th
Percentile

2020 No Build Alternative 2020 FEIS Preferred Alternative 2020 Revised Preferred Alternativ

S Capitol St
/Canal St

NB
LT 100 59 224 206 246 100 104 226 39 96 100 142
TH 100 57 223 205 245 100 103 225 38 96 100 141

SB LT-TH-RT 300 69 155 35 99 300 39 107 24 67 330 60
WB LT-TH-RT 120 73 147 53 146 120 48 148 38 80 130 59

S Capitol St/
E St/

Washington
Ave SW

NB LT-TH-RT 265 65 149 187 343 265 58 133 29 66 265 93
EB LT-TH-RT 145 25 81 120 148 145 34 121 133 150 145 27

SEB LT-TH-RT 720 34 81 315 823 720 41 92 455 472 450 60
SB LT-TH-RT 90 107 226 55 153 90 19 63 30 74 90 36

S Capitol St/
Virginia Ave

NB LT-TH-RT 160 21 73 37 107 160 20 83 24 67 160 115
EB LT-TH-RT 180 9 39 26 82 180 10 43 21 83 180 8
SB LT-TH-RT 250 16 51 209 368 250 14 46 364 412 250 18
WB LT-TH-RT 280 28 85 30 87 280 30 88 40 108 280 55

S Capitol St/
I-395 On-ramp

NB
LT - - - - - 550 465 823 138 246 525 175
TH 745 11 42 12 61 650 467 824 123 241 950 348

RT (Garage) 50 24 59 22 58 - - - - - 215 29
EB RT (Ramp) 1350 31 160 4207 5313 950 2192 5297 536 837 950 348
SB TH-RT 180 5 37 220 315 65 66 117 196 212 130 116

S Capitol St/  I
St

NB
LT - - - - - - - - - - 150 118

TH-RT 240 414 676 242 477 175 112 336 25 64 220 253

EB
LT-TH 360 289 399 387 413 360 379 398 384 398 360 130

RT 360 292 402 390 416 360 366 385 371 385 360 123

SB
LT - - - - - - - - - - 100 150

TH-RT 190 149 356 358 374 175 231 265 255 267 600 257
WB LT-TH-RT 780 615 665 96 175 750 44 110 46 111 780 56

S Capitol St/
K St

NB TH-RT - - - - - 250 56 334 34 69 250 346
EB LT-TH-RT 340 6 20 18 40 320 42 114 124 192 180 85
SB TH-RT - - - - - 230 300 354 319 354 230 129
WB LT-TH-RT 365 0 0 32 75 330 86 195 14 79 180 82

S Capitol St/
L St

NB LT-TH-RT 160 30 223 0 0 280 54 133 53 87 280 210
EB LT-TH-RT 280 6 20 25 56 215 30 89 212 233 215 21

SB
LT - - - - - - - - - - 125 35

TH-RT 250 0 0 0 0 250 357 418 432 496 220 238
WB LT-TH-RT 215 32 91 19 46 220 51 138 6 42 220 73

S Capitol St/
M St

NB
LT - - - - - 340 418 624 206 326 340 223

TH-RT 575 293 520 154 251 550 165 268 178 295 550 366

EB
LT - - - - - 150 128 290 136 263 215 512

TH-RT 320 331 405 373 420 330 138 297 143 268 360 503

SB
LT - - - - - 200 363 391 371 391 250 183

TH-RT 295 146 275 128 284 275 359 388 367 389 275 333

WB
LT - - - - - 135 313 449 296 438 135 1240

TH-RT 350 226 444 234 404 350 326 452 304 441 335 1239

S Capitol St/
N St SW

NB
LT - - - - - 250 621 666 81 232 250 283

TH-RT 525 1 0 0 0 550 619 664 83 229 515 284
EB LT-TH-RT - - - - - 350 21 69 98 184 170 16

SB
LT - - - - - 100 209 425 53 113 110 447

TH-RT 525 87 639 627 658 550 78 299 38 97 550 363

WB
LT-TH 325 21 63 36 88 340 14 65 34 89 350 11

RT - - - - - 75 9 46 23 69 50 8

S Capitol St/
O St

NB TH 280 76 367 0 0 250 308 374 112 189 250 74
EB LT-RT - - - - - 300 5 34 50 153 320 63
SB TH-RT 525 87 639 627 658 525 8 64 44 93 525 94

S Capitol St/
P St

NB TH 350 217 471 10 56 250 479 500 97 205 235 89
EB LT-RT 330 93 200 345 362 350 21 99 76 242 800 61
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AM 95th
Percentile

Queue
(ft)

PM
Average
Queue

(ft)

PM 95th
Percentile

Queue
(ft)

2020 Revised Preferred Alternative
232 98 226
231 97 225
134 39 98
148 55 148

187 80 153

88 115 150

125 266 540

79 41 86
491 83 170
41 22 65
68 262 376

169 40 92
533 306 551

1949 380 631
69 26 61

1949 380 631
225 159 244
325 55 132
376 136 323
256 155 281
248 153 279
750 65 110
752 284 685
127 117 311
557 105 208
305 176 354
305 128 343
195 62 180
320 44 99
83 192 345
88 47 104

568 192 339
292 24 108

356 583 663

627 239 662

1202 61 120
1209 320 423
399 105 207
404 443 680

1586 120 266
1586 180 304
629 538 651
629 536 648
67 231 373

617 61 129
616 107 484
44 29 76
40 30 75

254 283 376
132 241 326
222 200 595
275 194 294
172 400 810



TABLE 5-3: SUMMARY OF INTERSECTION APPROACH QUEUES FOR 2020 OPERATION

Intersection
Name

Approach
Direction Movement Storage

(ft)

AM
Average
Queue

(ft)

AM 95th
Percentile

Queue
(ft)

PM
Average
Queue

(ft)

PM 95th
Percentile

Queue
(ft)

Storage
(ft)

AM
Average
Queue

(ft)

AM 95th
Percentile

Queue
(ft)

PM
Average
Queue

(ft)

PM 95th
Percentile

Queue
(ft)

Storage
(ft)

AM
Average
Queue

(ft)

AM 95th
Percentile

2020 No Build Alternative 2020 FEIS Preferred Alternative 2020 Revised Preferred Alternativ
SB TH-RT 280 113 359 361 377 250 6 49 59 137 250 78

West Oval/
S Capitol St/

Potomac Ave/
R St

S Leg (S
Capitol St)

EB LT - - - - - 280 52 165 45 98 280 15
EB RT - - - - - 280 1 0 107 269 280 2
NB TH 2915 2956 3183 380 608 1780 2367 2588 228 506 1850 360

W Leg
(Potomac
Ave/R St)

EB TH 410 58 121 455 469 450 94 187 436 458 260 63
SB TH - - - - - 575 2 0 243 662 575 0
SB RT - - - - - 260 18 99 65 330 260 18

N Leg (S
Capitol St)

SB TH 370 301 446 446 462 240 106 322 134 360 240 337
WB LT - - - - - 145 308 331 246 313 145 101
NB TH - - - - - - - - - - 145 48

E Leg
(Potomac

Ave)

NB TH 360 104 191 70 113 400 399 446 78 177 400 303
NB RT - - - - - 400 53 71 31 71 400 273
EB RT - - - - - 750 178 303 200 309 775 230

East Oval - S
Capitol St /

Suitland Pkwy
/ Howard Rd

South Leg (S
Capitol St)

NB TH-RT - - - - - 1400 1328 1707 216 350 1500 163
SB TH-LT 1660 423 555 131 250 300 342 439 357 442 430 41

SB RT - - - - - - - - - - 430 35

NW Leg (FD
Brdg)

SEB TH - - - - - 2100 487 896 1203 2163 1770 178
WB LT - - - - - 460 106 501 47 89 420 134
WB TH - - - - - - - - - - 420 315

E Leg
(Howard

Rd)

NB TH - - - - - - - - - -
NB RT - - - - - 290 213 252 17 61 1075 150
WB RT - - - - - 570 363 662 114 200 290 11

SE Leg
(Suitland)

NB TH - - - - - 650 957 1083 138 297 650 323
NEB TH 1485 1015 1610 78 160 50 243 289 166 277 150 2

Suitland Pkwy/
I-295 SB
Off-ramp

NB RT - - - - - 2300 127 344 435 813 1700 301
EB TH-RT - - - - - 680 5 38 347 498 725 22
WB LT - - - - - 280 654 776 72 173 325 152

Suitland Pkwy/
I-295 NB
Ramps

NB
LT - - - - - 1275 2438 5297 196 316 1275 272

RT1 - - - - - 1275 2441 5297 200 320 1275 279
RT2 - - - - - 1275 2441 5296 199 319 1275 276

EB
LT - - - - - 300 24 64 83 218 600 44
TH - - - - - 600 150 334 386 763 600 290

WB
TH - - - - - 200 303 516 120 438 225 164
RT - - - - - 200 306 517 114 431 200 138

Suitland
Parkway/ Firth
Sterling Ave SE

NEB
LT 330 19 49 70 432 330 60 193 357 426 330 109

TH-RT 330 196 410 361 438 330 91 215 323 434 330 107

SEB
LT 190 47 138 16 54 180 30 66 48 90 200 127
TH 700 93 216 1030 1318 180 116 321 248 337 210 204
RT 170 1 0 3 26 180 45 272 205 292 160 165

SWB
LT 400 105 263 177 350 130 125 269 160 283 440 81

TH-RT 400 114 275 188 363 400 131 271 160 283 440 93

NWB
LT 250 42 130 21 66 250 949 5296 27 82 380 1106

TH-RT 6280 4806 5313 81 172 1000 3169 5313 220 418 1000 3806

Suitland Pkwy/
MLK, Jr Ave

NB
LT-TH - - - - - 150 461 506 375 505 420 389

RT - - - - - 350 11 49 124 494 250 347

EB
LT - - - - - 225 533 1202 299 952 260 262
RT - - - - - 820 528 1197 294 947 880 264

SB
LT-TH - - - - - 200 46 106 125 268 290 70

RT - - - - - 100 22 75 4 28 220 67

WB
LT - - - - - 370 67 161 53 146 420 69
RT - - - - - 770 74 168 56 154 750 71

Suitland Pkwy
/ Stanton Rd NB

LT 1000 859 1125 607 1124 1000 582 1124 135 259 1000 785
TH-RT 375 817 1120 556 1119 375 440 1119 106 250 375 725
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AM 95th
Percentile

Queue
(ft)

PM
Average
Queue

(ft)

PM 95th
Percentile

Queue
(ft)

2020 Revised Preferred Alternative
225 217 370
45 131 330
17 115 299

851 383 1789

120 256 366
0 198 642

105 60 301
385 274 385

161 93 194

169 90 170
438 257 455
426 226 443
390 262 674
243 141 245
140 384 526
140 338 526
524 1019 1836
526 87 310
570 165 309

427 101 259
47 184 295

516 447 691
0 39 68

500 343 585
93 31 136

303 145 307
430 280 453
437 286 460
434 284 458
93 34 81

475 301 665
387 61 156
357 44 136
226 100 222
227 108 234
287 105 181
346 234 347
301 191 302
253 73 225
255 82 227

5298 1455 5298
5313 4398 5313
469 405 468
427 166 459
839 277 908
842 279 910
155 75 155
155 72 155
155 69 150
159 72 154

1126 990 1126
1121 951 1121



TABLE 5-3: SUMMARY OF INTERSECTION APPROACH QUEUES FOR 2020 OPERATION

Intersection
Name

Approach
Direction Movement Storage

(ft)

AM
Average
Queue

(ft)

AM 95th
Percentile

Queue
(ft)

PM
Average
Queue

(ft)

PM 95th
Percentile

Queue
(ft)

Storage
(ft)

AM
Average
Queue

(ft)

AM 95th
Percentile

Queue
(ft)

PM
Average
Queue

(ft)

PM 95th
Percentile

Queue
(ft)

Storage
(ft)

AM
Average
Queue

(ft)

AM 95th
Percentile

2020 No Build Alternative 2020 FEIS Preferred Alternative 2020 Revised Preferred Alternativ

EB
LT 220 28 69 14 48 220 15 48 13 46 220 38
TH 5000 24 79 382 928 5000 31 136 3372 5298 5000 99
RT 350 7 42 23 88 350 9 58 37 119 350 39

SB
LT 750 422 832 29 71 750 86 479 135 815 750 531

TH-RT 300 501 827 181 269 300 275 528 409 826 300 579

WB
LT 250 17 61 26 72 250 11 43 17 61 250 22
TH 1100 1118 1179 114 255 1100 554 597 104 222 1100 1103
RT 250 5 22 10 40 250 2 18 12 42 250 8

Note:  Blue shaded cells highlight intersection approaches where queue length extends beyond the storage capacity.
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AM 95th
Percentile

Queue
(ft)

PM
Average
Queue

(ft)

PM 95th
Percentile

Queue
(ft)

2020 Revised Preferred Alternative
97 33 93

251 112 265
158 46 170
832 463 832
827 517 827
68 21 66

1171 1120 1172
38 9 39
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TABLE 5-4: SUMMARY OF 2020 QUEUING IMPACTS

No Build FEIS Preferred Revised Preferred

AM PM AM PM AM PM
Approaches where Average

Queue Extends beyond
Storage

7 18 34 20 22 17

Approaches where 95th
Percentile Queue Extends

beyond Storage
26 29 52 38 55 61

Total 33 47 86 58 77 78

5.1.3. Arterial Speeds, Volumes, and Demand Served

Table 5-5 summarizes VISSIM results, including average speed, total demand, and percentage of demand served (percentage
from the total demand that actually traverse a particular segment during the simulation period) for the main arterial
corridors  within  the  project  area  for  the  2020  AM  peak  hour  for  the  No  Build,  FEIS  Preferred,  and  Revised  Preferred
Alternatives. Table 5-6 includes the AM summary by corridor of speed, demand, and demand served. Similarly, Table 5-7
summarizes the same information as in Table 5-5, but for the 2020 PM peak hour. Table 5-8 shows  the  PM  summary  of
speed, demand, and demand served by corridor.

SOUTH CAPITOL STREET CORRIDOR - NORTHBOUND

During the morning peak, results for South Capitol Street Northbound show speeds varying from 8 mph to 38 mph for the
No Build Alternative, 3 mph to 26 mph for the FEIS Preferred Alternative, and 11 mph to 38 mph for the Revised Preferred
Alternative. Based on results shown in Table 5-6, out of the three alternatives, the Revised Preferred Alternative is the one
processing  the  greatest  demand  on  the  corridor  (87  percent  compared  to  70  percent  and  75  percent  that  of  the  FEIS
Preferred and No Build Alternatives, respectively), while performing significantly better than the others in terms of average
speed.  Performance varies significantly among the alternatives reflecting the respective changes in geometry, capacity,
and trip patterns for each alternative in 2020. Figure 5-2 graphically depicts the evolution of the above MOEs along the
northbound corridor in the AM. As shown in this figure, in the AM peak, segments downstream of the intersection with
Suitland Parkway experience the highest volumes and lowest speeds in the corridor. In the PM peak, as shown in Tables 5-7
and 5-8, the Revised Preferred Alternative shows a deterioration of speeds mostly because of the reduced capacity at the
at-grade intersection of South Capitol Street and M Street. This is compared to the free-flow conditions in the No Build
Alternative and wider cross section with dual left turns for South Capitol Street in the FEIS Preferred Alternative. Potential
mitigations for this condition are discussed in Section 6.

SOUTH CAPITOL STREET CORRIDOR - SOUTHBOUND

In the afternoon peak (Table 5-7 and Table 5-8), results for South Capitol Street Southbound show speeds varying from
2 mph to 39 mph, 2 mph to 42 mph, and 5 mph to 42 mph for the No Build,  the FEIS Preferred, and the Revised Preferred
Alternatives, respectively. Most of the congestion and low speeds in the corridor are along segments between the I-395
off-ramps and M Street. In all alternatives, the segment between Washington Ave and I-395 Ramp Merge shows the lowest
average speed. In general the PM southbound condition shows significantly more congestion than the AM northbound
condition. While speed results do not vary significantly among the alternatives, the Revised Preferred Alternative performs
better in terms of demand served with an average of 91 percent compared to 78 percent and 68 percent for that of the FEIS
Preferred and No Build Alternatives. Figure 5-3 presents volume, demand served, and average speed along the southbound
corridor for the PM peak hour.
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SUITLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR – NORTHBOUND

As shown in Tables 5-5 and 5-6, during the morning peak, results for the Suitland Parkway northbound show significant
congestion for the No Build Alternative with average speeds around 7 mph and only 63 percent of the demand being served.
Both the FEIS Preferred and the Revised Preferred Alternatives improve the operation. The Revised Preferred Alternative
averages  14  mph  for  the  corridor  and  is  able  to  process  80  percent  of  the  demand. Figure 5-4 illustrates  the  results  of
volume  and  speed  along  the  entire  corridor  for  the  AM  peak  hour.  During  the  PM  peak  (see  Tables  5-7  and  5-8),  the
northbound direction experiences moderate congestion and performs similarly in all alternatives.

SUITLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR – SOUTHBOUND

As shown in Tables 5-5 and 5-6, during the morning peak, the southbound direction experiences almost no congestion and
performs similarly  in  the  No Build  and  Revised  Preferred  Alternatives,  and  slightly  worse  in  the  FEIS  Preferred  Alternative.
Average  speeds  in  all  alternatives  are  above  30  mph  while  percent  of  demand  served  drops  for  the  FEIS  Preferred
Alternative  to  around  70  percent  as  compared  with  95  percent  and  88  percent  of  the  No  Build  and  Revised  Preferred
Alternatives. For the PM peak hour (see Tables 5-7 and 5-8), results for the Suitland Parkway southbound show no significant
congestion  for  the  No Build  Alternative  with  average  speeds  around 31  mph.  However,  only  66  percent  of  the  demand is
being served. This is a clear indication of upstream congestion metering traffic in this corridor. Both the FEIS Preferred and
the Revised Preferred Alternatives improve over the No Build operation in terms of demand served, while speed drops as a
consequence of higher volumes being processed in the corridor for the Build alternatives. The Revised Preferred Alternative
averages  17  mph  for  the  corridor  and  is  able  to  process  83  percent  of  the  demand. Figure 5-5 illustrates the results of
volume and speed along the entire corridor for the PM peak hour.

MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. AVENUE CORRIDOR – NORTHBOUND

As shown in Tables 5-5 and 5-6, during the morning peak, results for the Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue northbound show
significant  congestion  for  the  No  Build  Alternative  with  an  average  speeds  around  8  mph  and  80  percent  of  the  demand
being  served.  Both  the  FEIS  Preferred  and  the  Revised  Preferred  Alternatives  slightly  improve  the  operation.  The  Revised
Preferred Alternative averages 11 mph for the corridor and is able to process 89 percent of the demand. Figure 5-6
illustrates  the  results  of  volume  and  speed  along  the  entire  corridor  for  the  AM  peak  hour.  Conditions  are  even  more
congested during the PM peak (see Tables 5-7 and 5-8). During the morning peak, the northbound direction experiences
average speeds below 10 mph for both the FEIS Preferred and Revised Preferred Alternatives. However, the Revised
Preferred Alternative processes roughly 180 more vehicles than the other two alternatives.

MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. AVENUE CORRIDOR – SOUTHBOUND

As shown in Tables 5-5 and 5-6, during the morning peak, the southbound direction experiences moderate to heavy
congestion similar in all alternatives. Average speeds range from 13 to 15 mph. The Revised Preferred Alternative performs
the worst in terms of both speeds and demand served. For the PM peak hour (see Tables 5-7 and 5-8), results for the Martin
Luther King, Jr. Avenue southbound show similar or worse congestion than that of the northbound. All alternatives perform
similarly with average speeds ranging from 10 to 12 mph and similar percent of demand served around 70 percent. Figure
5-7 illustrates the results of volume and speed along the entire corridor for the PM peak hour.
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TABLE 5-5: 2020 AM ARTERIAL SPEEDS, VOLUMES, AND DEMAND SERVED

ARTERIAL CORRIDOR and SEGMENT

De
m

an
d

VI
SS

IM
Si

m
ul

at
ed

Vo
lu

m
e

Pe
rc

en
to

f
De

m
an

d
Se

rv
ed

Av
er

ag
e

Sp
ee

d
(m

ph
)

De
m

an
d

VI
SS

IM
Si

m
ul

at
ed

Vo
lu

m
e

Pe
rc

en
to

f
De

m
an

d
Se

rv
ed

Av
er

ag
e

Sp
ee

d
(m

ph
)

De
m

an
d

VI
SS

IM
Si

m
ul

at
ed

Vo
lu

m
e

Pe
rc

en
to

f
De

m
an

d
Se

rv
ed

Av
er

ag
e

Sp
ee

d
(m

ph
)

NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

NORTHBOUND SOUTH CAPITOL ST

NB South Capitol St, South of Malcolm X Ave Interchange 1,070 869 81% 38 1,200 928 77% 26 1,020 939 92% 38

NB South Capitol St, Between Malcolm X Ave and Firth Sterling Ave 1,210 1,079 89% 33 1,350 991 73% 8 1,150 1,130 98% 34

NB South Capitol St, Between Firth Sterling Ave and Suitland Pkwy 1,327 1,122 85% 19 1,500 933 62% 3 1,325 1,261 95% 23
NB South Capitol St, Between Suitland Pkwy and Frederick Douglass Memorial
Bridge 3,895 2,825 73% 8 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

NB South Capitol St, Through East Oval n/a n/a n/a n/a 3,784 2,548 67% 9 3,167 2,794 88% 15

NB South Capitol St, Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge 4,020 2,923 73% 8 4,640 3,275 71% 10 4,070 3,594 88% 19

NB South Capitol St, Through West Oval n/a n/a n/a n/a 4,775 3,265 68% 7 4,200 3,277 78% 16

NB South Capitol St, Between Potomac Ave and M St 3,006 2,200 73% 26 3,632 2,459 68% 8 2,993 2,608 87% 11

NB South Capitol St, Between M St and I-395 Off-Ramp Split 2,330 1,698 73% 21 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

NB South Capitol St, Between M St and I-395 Ramp At-Grade Intersection n/a n/a n/a n/a 2,740 2,130 78% 19 2,798 2,430 87% 10

NB South Capitol St, Between I-395 Off-Ramp Split and Washington Ave 725 540 74% 20 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
NB South Capitol St, Between I-395 Ramp At-Grade Intersection and
Washington Ave n/a n/a n/a n/a 595 472 79% 14 563 528 94% 9

SOUTHBOUND SOUTH CAPITOL ST

SB South Capitol St, Between Washington Ave and I-395 Ramp Merge 302 278 92% 18 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
SB South Capitol St, Between Washington Ave and I-395 Ramp At-Grade
Intersection n/a n/a n/a n/a 243 231 95% 10 360 354 98% 8

SB South Capitol St, Between I-395 Ramp Merge and M St 1,907 1,804 95% 24 245 183 75% 3 n/a n/a n/a n/a

SB South Capitol St, Between I-395 Ramp At-Grade Intersection and M St n/a n/a n/a n/a 2,153 1,929 90% 5 1,748 1,582 91% 8

SB South Capitol St, Between M St and Potomac Ave 1,803 1,735 96% 14 1,953 1,805 92% 24 2,171 1,924 89% 9

SB South Capitol St, Through West Oval n/a n/a n/a n/a 2,510 1,986 79% 27 2,429 1,992 82% 23

SB South Capitol St, Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge 1,830 1,732 95% 33 2,060 1,906 93% 24 2,225 2,037 92% 21

SB South Capitol St, Through East Oval n/a n/a n/a n/a 2,165 1,927 89% 7 2,258 1,900 84% 18

SB South Capitol St, Between Suitland Pkwy and Firth Sterling Ave 750 686 92% 19 870 736 85% 10 895 764 85% 23

SB South Capitol St, Between Firth Sterling Ave and I-295 Ramp Merge 500 462 92% 39 420 379 90% 39 445 410 92% 39

SB South Capitol St, Between I-295 Ramp Merge and Malcolm X Ave Off-Ramp 1,370 1,311 96% 39 1,270 974 77% 45 1,295 1,221 94% 45

SB South Capitol St, Between Malcolm X Ave Interchange Ramps 690 648 94% 40 570 439 77% 44 620 577 93% 45

SB South Capitol St, South of Malcolm X Ave Interchange 760 712 94% 40 640 507 79% 44 690 638 93% 44

NORTHBOUND SUITLAND PARKWAY



South Capitol Street

Transportation Technical Report

South Capitol Street 5-13

2020 TRAFFIC OPERATION ANALYSIS RESULTS

TABLE 5-5: 2020 AM ARTERIAL SPEEDS, VOLUMES, AND DEMAND SERVED

ARTERIAL CORRIDOR and SEGMENT

De
m

an
d

VI
SS

IM
Si

m
ul

at
ed

Vo
lu

m
e

Pe
rc

en
to

f
De

m
an

d
Se

rv
ed

Av
er

ag
e

Sp
ee

d
(m

ph
)

De
m

an
d

VI
SS

IM
Si

m
ul

at
ed

Vo
lu

m
e

Pe
rc

en
to

f
De

m
an

d
Se

rv
ed

Av
er

ag
e

Sp
ee

d
(m

ph
)

De
m

an
d

VI
SS

IM
Si

m
ul

at
ed

Vo
lu

m
e

Pe
rc

en
to

f
De

m
an

d
Se

rv
ed

Av
er

ag
e

Sp
ee

d
(m

ph
)

NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Stanton Rd SE Intersection and Sheridan Rd SE
Off-Ramp 2,820 1,816 64% 8 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Sheridan Rd SE Off-Ramp and Firth Sterling Ave SE 2,490 1,439 58% 6 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Firth Sterling Ave SE and South Capitol St 2,455 1,660 68% 7 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Stanton Rd SE and Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE
Off-Ramp n/a n/a n/a n/a 3,090 2,582 84% 16 2,945 2,413 82% 16

NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE Off- and On-Ramps n/a n/a n/a n/a 2,975 2,387 80% 12 2,853 2,252 79% 11
NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE On-Ramp and Firth
Sterling Ave SE n/a n/a n/a n/a 3,770 3,068 81% 7 3,710 2,908 78% 6

NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Firth Sterling Ave SE and East Oval n/a n/a n/a n/a 3,095 2,440 79% 8 2,794 2,278 82% 20

SOUTHBOUND SUITLAND PARKWAY

SB Suitland Pkwy, Between South Capitol St and Firth Sterling Ave SE 1,068 994 93% 29 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

SB Suitland Pkwy, Between Firth Sterling Ave SE and Stanton Rd SE On-Ramp 580 562 97% 42 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
SB Suitland Pkwy, Between Stanton Rd SE On-Ramp and Stanton Rd SE
Intersection 640 610 95% 43 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

SB Suitland Pkwy, Between East Oval and Firth Sterling Ave SE n/a n/a n/a n/a 1,570 1,103 70% 19 1,834 1,514 83% 17
SB Suitland Pkwy, Between Firth Sterling Ave SE and Martin Luther King, Jr.
Ave SE Off-Ramp n/a n/a n/a n/a 1,500 1,061 71% 17 1,605 1,478 92% 29

SB Suitland Pkwy, Between Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE Off- and On-Ramps n/a n/a n/a n/a 680 484 71% 44 685 630 92% 44
SB Suitland Pkwy, Between Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE On-Ramp and
Stanton Rd SE Intersection n/a n/a n/a n/a 780 563 72% 42 790 721 91% 41

NORTHBOUND MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. AVE SE

NB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between St. Elizabeths Campus and Sumner
Rd SE 1,040 818 79% 4 1,120 1,066 95% 5 1,190 1,177 99% 13
NB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Sumner Rd SE and Suitland Pkwy
Overpass (Interchange) 900 661 73% 2 715 680 95% 10 1,125 1,022 91% 5
NB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Suitland Pkwy Overpass
(Interchange) and Howard Rd SE 900 627 70% 2 460 396 86% 14 653 383 59% 9

NB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Howard Rd SE and Talbert St SE 540 442 82% 12 510 473 93% 17 510 498 98% 13

NB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Talbert St SE and W St SE 491 436 89% 13 506 456 90% 14 559 466 83% 13

NB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between W St SE and Good Hope Rd SE 323 287 89% 10 380 318 84% 3 288 284 98% 9
NB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Good Hope Rd SE and Local 11th
St Bridge 1,758 1,476 84% 10 1,573 1,265 80% 5 1,778 1,592 90% 15

SOUTHBOUND MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. AVE SE

SB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Local 11th St Bridge and Good
Hope Rd SE 290 273 94% 14 300 250 83% 11 314 304 97% 13



South Capitol Street

Transportation Technical Report

South Capitol Street 5-14

2020 TRAFFIC OPERATION ANALYSIS RESULTS

TABLE 5-5: 2020 AM ARTERIAL SPEEDS, VOLUMES, AND DEMAND SERVED

ARTERIAL CORRIDOR and SEGMENT
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NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

SB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Good Hope Rd SE and W St SE 345 307 89% 14 410 333 81% 16 363 325 90% 14

SB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between W St SE and Talbert St SE 418 386 92% 13 475 428 90% 15 531 420 79% 13

SB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Talbert St SE and Howard Rd SE 490 426 87% 3 530 464 88% 12 525 480 91% 7
SB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Howard Rd SE and Suitland Pkwy
Overpass (Interchange) 690 607 88% 21 775 293 38% 15 353 251 71% 10
SB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Suitland Pkwy Overpass
(Interchange) and Sumner Rd SE 690 654 95% 11 1,010 805 80% 13 1,030 675 65% 14
SB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Sumner Rd SE and St. Elizabeths
Campus 800 762 95% 23 1,050 853 81% 21 995 930 93% 20
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TABLE 5-6: SUMMARY OF 2020 AM ARTERIAL OPERATION
NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Arterial Corridor and Segment Demand
VISSIM

Simulated
Volume

Percent
of

Demand
Served

Average
Speed
(mph)

Demand
VISSIM

Simulated
Volume

Percent
of

Demand
Served

Average
Speed
(mph)

Demand
VISSIM

Simulated
Volume

Percent
of

Demand
Served

Average
Speed
(mph)

Northbound South Capitol St - Segments Combined 17,583 13,256 75% 22 24,216 16,999 70% 12 21,286 18,560 87% 19

Southbound South Capitol St - Segments Combined 9,911 9,368 95% 29 15,098 13,001 86% 23 15,136 13,399 89% 26

Northbound Suitland Pkwy - Segments Combined 7,765 4,916 63% 7 12,930 10,477 81% 11 12,302 9,851 80% 14

Southbound Suitland Pkwy - Segments Combined 2,288 2,166 95% 38 4,530 3,212 71% 30 4,914 4,343 88% 33
Northbound Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave - Segments
Combined 5,952 4,746 80% 8 5,263 4,654 88% 10 6,102 5,422 89% 11
Southbound Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave - Segments
Combined 3,723 3,415 92% 14 4,550 3,427 75% 15 4,110 3,385 82% 13
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TABLE 5-7: 2020 PM ARTERIAL SPEEDS, VOLUMES, AND DEMAND SERVED
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NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

NORTHBOUND SOUTH CAPITOL ST

NB South Capitol St, South of Malcolm X Ave Interchange 280 251 90% 38 270 243 90% 38 250 217 87% 38
NB South Capitol St, Between Malcolm X Ave and Firth Sterling
Ave 350 347 99% 35 340 339 100% 36 325 321 99% 35
NB South Capitol St, Between Firth Sterling Ave and Suitland
Pkwy 737 651 88% 25 770 722 94% 15 685 628 92% 23
NB South Capitol St, Between Suitland Pkwy and Frederick
Douglass Memorial Bridge 1,745 1,549 89% 34 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

NB South Capitol St, Through East Oval n/a n/a n/a n/a 2,338 1,884 81% 21 1,419 1,225 86% 15

NB South Capitol St, Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge 2,000 1,758 88% 20 2,110 1,914 91% 27 2,330 2,060 88% 13

NB South Capitol St, Through West Oval n/a n/a n/a n/a 2,490 2,100 84% 12 2,560 1,917 75% 8

NB South Capitol St, Between Potomac Ave and M St 1,800 1,527 85% 32 1,714 1,439 84% 17 1,831 1,455 79% 4

NB South Capitol St, Between M St and I-395 Off-Ramp Split 1,450 1,287 89% 26 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
NB South Capitol St, Between M St and I-395 Ramp At-Grade
Intersection n/a n/a n/a n/a 1,352 1,232 91% 25 1,623 1,352 83% 14
NB South Capitol St, Between I-395 Off-Ramp Split and
Washington Ave 445 389 87% 17 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
NB South Capitol St, Between I-395 Ramp At-Grade Intersection
and Washington Ave n/a n/a n/a n/a 233 208 90% 12 379 323 85% 6

SOUTHBOUND SOUTH CAPITOL ST

SB South Capitol St, Between Washington Ave and I-395 Ramp
Merge 955 787 82% 2 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
SB South Capitol St, Between Washington Ave and I-395 Ramp
At-Grade Intersection n/a n/a n/a n/a 1,163 681 59% 2 853 790 93% 5

SB South Capitol St, Between I-395 Ramp Merge and M St 2,173 1,220 56% 3 1,650 926 56% 2 n/a n/a n/a n/a
SB South Capitol St, Between I-395 Ramp At-Grade Intersection
and M St n/a n/a n/a n/a 2,818 1,982 70% 5 2,151 1,940 90% 11

SB South Capitol St, Between M St and Potomac Ave 2,410 1,540 64% 4 2,888 2,229 77% 24 2,711 2,491 92% 11

SB South Capitol St, Through West Oval n/a n/a n/a n/a 4,355 3,160 73% 18 3,711 2,986 80% 15

SB South Capitol St, Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge 3,490 2,147 62% 32 4,630 3,755 81% 16 4,130 3,761 91% 15

SB South Capitol St, Through East Oval n/a n/a n/a n/a 4,705 3,697 79% 11 4,167 3,555 85% 12
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TABLE 5-7: 2020 PM ARTERIAL SPEEDS, VOLUMES, AND DEMAND SERVED
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NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

SB South Capitol St, Between Suitland Pkwy and Firth Sterling
Ave 1,110 669 60% 16 1,670 1,339 80% 15 1,510 1,309 87% 16
SB South Capitol St, Between Firth Sterling Ave and I-295 Ramp
Merge 1,310 929 71% 38 1,620 1,383 85% 37 1,425 1,307 92% 38
SB South Capitol St, Between I-295 Ramp Merge and Malcolm X
Ave Off-Ramp 3,280 2,412 74% 39 3,600 3,093 86% 42 3,415 2,943 86% 41

SB South Capitol St, Between Malcolm X Ave Interchange Ramps 2,630 1,911 73% 39 2,890 2,456 85% 42 2,760 2,381 86% 42

SB South Capitol St, South of Malcolm X Ave Interchange 3,210 2,464 77% 39 3,480 3,001 86% 41 3,315 2,897 87% 41

NORTHBOUND SUITLAND PARKWAY

NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Stanton Rd SE Intersection and
Sheridan Rd SE Off-Ramp 1,050 1,025 98% 38 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Sheridan Rd SE Off-Ramp and Firth
Sterling Ave SE 833 638 77% 6 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Firth Sterling Ave SE and South
Capitol St 868 796 92% 30 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Stanton Rd SE and Martin Luther
King, Jr. Ave SE Off-Ramp n/a n/a n/a n/a 1,000 962 96% 34 1,090 1,039 95% 44
NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE Off-
and On-Ramps n/a n/a n/a n/a 965 911 94% 29 1,048 985 94% 42
NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE
On-Ramp and Firth Sterling Ave SE n/a n/a n/a n/a 1,540 1,372 89% 16 1,610 1,466 91% 7

NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Firth Sterling Ave SE and East Oval n/a n/a n/a n/a 1,362 1,177 86% 22 1,420 1,168 82% 21
SOUTHBOUND SUITLAND PARKWAY
SB Suitland Pkwy, Between South Capitol St and Firth Sterling
Ave SE 2,437 1,523 63% 13 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
SB Suitland Pkwy, Between Firth Sterling Ave SE and Stanton Rd
SE On-Ramp 2,570 1,709 66% 40 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
SB Suitland Pkwy, Between Stanton Rd SE On-Ramp and Stanton
Rd SE Intersection 2,720 1,850 68% 40 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

SB Suitland Pkwy, Between East Oval and Firth Sterling Ave SE n/a n/a n/a n/a 3,396 2,571 76% 11 3,213 2,518 78% 9
SB Suitland Pkwy, Between Firth Sterling Ave SE and Martin
Luther King, Jr. Ave SE Off-Ramp n/a n/a n/a n/a 3,390 2,741 81% 24 3,400 2,919 86% 22
SB Suitland Pkwy, Between Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE Off-
and On-Ramps n/a n/a n/a n/a 2,690 2,226 83% 31 2,660 2,276 86% 23
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TABLE 5-7: 2020 PM ARTERIAL SPEEDS, VOLUMES, AND DEMAND SERVED
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NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

SB Suitland Pkwy, Between Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE
On-Ramp and Stanton Rd SE Intersection n/a n/a n/a n/a 2,980 2,412 81% 19 2,940 2,469 84% 16
NORTHBOUND MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. AVE SE
NB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between St. Elizabeths
Campus and Sumner Rd SE 1,020 971 95% 15 1,000 939 94% 14 1,180 1,139 97% 14
NB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Sumner Rd SE and
Suitland Pkwy Overpass (Interchange) 780 723 93% 10 715 638 89% 6 1,095 987 90% 5
NB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Suitland Pkwy
Overpass (Interchange) and Howard Rd SE 780 701 90% 4 430 332 77% 6 495 446 90% 9
NB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Howard Rd SE and
Talbert St SE 620 587 95% 10 550 434 79% 3 590 530 90% 13
NB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Talbert St SE and W
St SE 373 346 93% 12 389 269 69% 1 444 329 74% 7
NB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between W St SE and Good
Hope Rd SE 337 302 90% 3 507 248 49% 1 455 307 67% 1
NB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Good Hope Rd SE
and Local 11th St Bridge 788 683 87% 18 715 460 64% 13 943 736 78% 15
SOUTHBOUND MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. AVE SE
SB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Local 11th St Bridge
and Good Hope Rd SE 1,960 1,315 67% 8 2,268 1,440 63% 6 1,878 1,315 70% 8
SB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Good Hope Rd SE and
W St SE 1,155 842 73% 12 1,455 916 63% 7 1,123 812 72% 12
SB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between W St SE and Talbert St
SE 1,192 902 76% 7 1,393 807 58% 8 1,304 815 62% 13
SB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Talbert St SE and
Howard Rd SE 1,230 898 73% 3 1,240 698 56% 5 1,075 762 71% 6
SB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Howard Rd SE and
Suitland Pkwy Overpass (Interchange) 1,120 838 75% 21 1,295 545 42% 11 650 496 76% 7
SB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Suitland Pkwy
Overpass (Interchange) and Sumner Rd SE 1,120 889 79% 10 1,360 984 72% 13 1,240 822 66% 16
SB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Sumner Rd SE and St.
Elizabeths Campus 1,080 892 83% 19 1,360 1,007 74% 19 1,150 994 86% 19
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TABLE 5-8: SUMMARY OF 2020 PM ARTERIAL OPERATION
NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Arterial Corridor and Segment Demand
VISSIM

Simulated
Volume

Percent
of

Demand
Served

Average
Speed
(mph)

Demand
VISSIM

Simulated
Volume

Percent
of

Demand
Served

Average
Speed
(mph)

Demand
VISSIM

Simulated
Volume

Percent of
Demand
Served

Average
Speed (mph)

Northbound SOUTH CAPITOL ST - Segments Combined 8,807 7,759 88% 28 11,616 10,082 87% 22 11,402 9,499 83% 17
Southbound SOUTH CAPITOL ST - Segments Combined 20,568 14,079 68% 24 35,468 27,700 78% 21 30,149 26,360 87% 23
Northbound SUITLAND PKWY - Segments Combined 2,751 2,460 89% 24 4,867 4,422 91% 25 5,168 4,658 90% 28
Southbound SUITLAND PKWY - Segments Combined 7,727 5,082 66% 31 12,456 9,950 80% 21 12,213 10,181 83% 17
Northbound MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. AVE - Segments
Combined 4,697 4,312 92% 10 4,305 3,321 77% 6 5,202 4,474 86% 9
Southbound MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. AVE - Segments
Combined 8,857 6,576 74% 11 10,371 6,396 62% 10 8,419 6,016 71% 12
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FIGURE 5-2: 2020 AM – SOUTH CAPITOL STREET CORRIDOR – NORTHBOUND TRAFFIC OPERATION RESULTS
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FIGURE 5-3: 2020 PM – SOUTH CAPITOL STREET CORRIDOR – SOUTHBOUND TRAFFIC OPERATION RESULTS
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FIGURE 5-4: 2020 AM – SUITLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR – NORTHBOUND TRAFFIC OPERATION RESULTS
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FIGURE 5-5: 2020 PM – SUITLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR – SOUTHBOUND TRAFFIC OPERATION RESULTS
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FIGURE 5-6: 2020 AM – MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. AVENUE CORRIDOR – NORTHBOUND TRAFFIC OPERATION RESULTS
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FIGURE 5-7: 2020 PM – MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. AVENUE CORRIDOR – SOUTHBOUND TRAFFIC OPERATION RESULTS

5.2 2020 FREEWAY TRAFFIC OPERATIONS

The 2020 freeway operations (opening year) were evaluated for all alternatives for I-295 and I-395/I-695. Both the AM and
PM peak hours were analyzed. Several MOEs were used to evaluate the operation for freeway segments including speed,
density, LOS based on simulation density (vehicles per mile per lane), and percent of demand served.

MOEs were evaluated for inbound and outbound freeway travel routes within the study area. These MOEs are reported in
the following sections. A summary of the freeway traffic operational analysis results are presented in Table 5-9 for the AM
peak and Table 5-10 for the PM peak. In addition, Table 5-11 and Table 5-12 consolidate the operational results for each
corridor in the AM and PM peak respectively.
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I-295 (ANACOSTIA FREEWAY) - NORTHBOUND

Future year traffic operations along I-295 (Northbound and Southbound) (see Tables 5-9 and 5-11) for 2020 AM peak hour,
shows significant improvements in the Revised Preferred Alternative compared to the No Build and the FEIS Preferred
Alternatives. Overall, for the Revised Preferred Alternative, average speed increases roughly 7 mph than that of the No Build
and FEIS Preferred Alternative. Similarly, in the Revised Preferred Alternative, an average density decreases from 40 vehicles
per miles per lane (veh/mi/ln) in the No Build and FEIS Preferred Alternatives to 29 veh/mi/ln, which translates into a
simulated level of service of D compared to E and F in the other alternatives. Figure 5-8 depicts 2020 AM volumes, speeds,
and densities along the corridor. In the PM peak (see Tables 5-10 and 5-12), the northbound direction experiences no
congestion with free flow operation for all alternatives.

I-295 (ANACOSTIA FREEWAY) - SOUTHBOUND

The  I-295  southbound  operation  in  the  AM  peak  (see  Tables  5-9  and  5-11)  shows  no  signs  of  congestion  in  any  of  the
segments for the No Build and Revised Preferred Alternatives. The Revised Preferred Alternative significantly improves the
operation when compared to the FEIS Preferred Alternative. In the afternoon peak, the Revised Preferred Alternative shows
significant deterioration of the operation when compared with the No Build and the FEIS Preferred Alternatives. The Revised
Preferred Alternative shows most segments operating at LOS F and average speed decreasing to 24 mph from 40 mph and
47 mph in the No Build and FEIS Preferred Alternatives, respectively. Several reasons contribute to the degradation in LOS,
the main reason being the increase in traffic demand on the corridor when compared to the other alternatives. The
Revised Preferred Alternative is expected to attract almost 16 percent more demand than that of the FEIS Preferred
Alternative. Similarly, the Revised Preferred Alternative carries roughly 14 percent more volume than the No Build and the
FEIS Preferred Alternative. The increase in demand for I-295 is in line with the purpose and need established for the South
Capitol Street corridor improvements. The proposed changes are aimed to transform what today is an urban freeway to a
boulevard with increased accessibility but reduced mobility. As a consequence, commuter traffic is discouraged from using
the  corridor,  opting  instead  to  remain  on  freeways  which  then  increases  the  demand  on  those  facilities.   The  2020  PM
traffic operations along I-295 southbound is also depicted in Figure 5-9.

I-395 / I-695 (SE / SW FREEWAY)

The I-395 is a limited-access divided multi-lane interstate highway, starting from I-495 (Capital Beltway) near Springfield,
Virginia,  and  ending  at  the  northwest  quadrant  of  the  District  of  Columbia  at  New  York  Avenue  NW.  I-395  crosses  the
Anacostia River via the 14th Street Bridges and within the National Mall and Memorial Parks area and traverses as the 3rd
Street  Tunnel.  Within  the  SCS  IMR  study  area,  I-395  (Southwest  Freeway)  is  a  four-  to  six-lane  east-west  50  to  55  mph
freeway  with  a  complex  set  of  closely  spaced  interchange  ramps  providing  on-  and  off-ramp  access  to  and  from  several
arterials and local streets in partial interchange configurations. I-395 designation of the highway continues to the north via
the ramps to the 3rd Street Tunnel, located just west of the South Capitol Street, and the mainline freeway continues to the
east of South Capitol Street as I-695 (Southeast Freeway) with a posted speed limit of 45 mph, connecting to the 11th Street
Bridges and ending at the Pennsylvania Avenue SE.

The 2020 traffic operations along I-395/I-695 is presented in Tables 5-9 and 5-11 for the AM peak hour and in Tables 5-10
and  5-12  for  the  PM  peak  hour.  The  tables  can  be  used  to  compare  the  operational  impacts  of  the  No  Build,  the  FEIS
Preferred, and the Revised Preferred Alternatives.

I-395 / I-695 (SE / SW FREEWAY) – EASTBOUND

For the eastbound direction and for the AM peak (see Table 5-9), the Revised Preferred Alternative operates almost
identically  to  the  No Build  Alternative.  Except  for  segments  between Maine  Avenue SW on-ramp and 9th  Street  on-ramp,
which  operate  at  LOS  F  and  E,  the  rest  of  the  corridor  operates  at  LOS  D  or  better.  In  addition,  the  Revised  Preferred
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Alternative significantly improves over the operation of the FEIS Preferred Alternative. Figure 5-10 depicts the 2020 AM
traffic operations along the eastbound direction of the I-395 / I-695 corridor.

In  the  PM  peak  (see  Tables  5-10  and  5-12),  traffic  operation  along  I-395  is  heavily  congested.  This  is  true  in  existing
conditions, and it is expected to remain heavily congested in future conditions as well. Most segments operate at LOS E or F
and under oversaturated conditions. While all alternatives show severe congestion along the corridor in the eastbound
direction, most segments of the Revised Preferred Alternative show a decrease in density. It is also important to note that
the Revised Preferred Alternative carries significantly more volume than the other two alternatives. In fact, the Revised
Preferred  Alternative  carries  in  average  roughly  58  percent  more  traffic  than  the  No  Build.  Based  on  these  results,  the
Revised  Preferred  Alternative  improves  performance  in  comparison  with  the  FEIS  Preferred  and the  No Build  Alternatives.
Figure 5-11 depicts the 2020 PM traffic operations along the eastbound direction of the I-395 / I-695 corridor.

I-395 / I-695 (SE / SW FREEWAY) – WESTBOUND

In the AM, traffic operation along I-395/I-695 is almost free flow. Most segments operate at LOS D or better while average
speeds  ranges  from  40  to  49  mph  for  both  the  No  Build  and  the  Revised  Preferred  Alternatives.  The  FEIS  Preferred
Alternative performs slightly worse than the other two, however no significant congestion is observed in this alternative.

In the afternoon peak, conditions are very similar in all alternatives with moderate to light congestion along the corridor.
The Revised Preferred Alternative performs slightly better than the No Build and the FEIS Preferred Alternatives. Figure 5-12
depicts the 2020 PM traffic operations along the westbound direction of the I-395/I-695 corridor.
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TABLE 5-9: 2020 AM PEAK VOLUMES, DEMAND SERVED, DENSITY, AND SPEED FOR FREEWAY OPERATION
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NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
NORTHBOUND I-295 / DC 295 (ANACOSTIA FREEWAY)
I-295 N, South of Malcolm X Ave SE Interchange Basic 2 4,650 4,304 93% 43 50.2 F 2 4,610 4,194 91% 39.5 53 F 2 4,650 4,400 95% 48 45.8 F
I-295 N, Malcolm X Ave SE On-Ramp Merge Area Merge 3 5,030 4,625 92% 39 39.8 E 3 4,940 4,475 91% 34.4 43 E 3 5,020 4,768 95% 49 32.7 D
I-295 N, Between Malcolm X Ave SE and Suitland Pkwy Basic 3 5,030 4,597 91% 36 43.1 E 3 4,940 4,430 90% 30.3 49 F 3 5,020 4,775 95% 49 32.7 D
I-295 N, Suitland Pkwy Off-Ramp Diverge Area Diverge 3 5,030 4,394 87% 32 45.3 F 3 4,940 4,344 88% 19.0 76 F 3 5,020 4,747 95% 49 32.5 D
I-295 N, Between Suitland Pkwy Loop Ramps Basic 3 5,185 4,558 88% 30 50.9 F 3 4,030 3,573 89% 48.6 24 C 3 4,140 3,919 95% 48 26.9 D
I-295 N, Between Suitland Pkwy/Howard Rd SE and 11th
St Bridge Ramps Weave  4 6,280 5,247 84% 21 61.5 F 4 5,630 4,859 86% 40.2 30 D 4 6,020 5,514 92% 45 30.6 D

DC  295  N,  Between  11th  St  Bridge  Off-Ramp and Martin
Luther King, Jr. Ave SE Off-Ramp Diverge 3 3,150 2,591 82% 18 46.8 F 3 1,540 1,292 84% 42.7 10 A 3 2,925 2,642 90% 33 26.3 D

DC 295 N, Between Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave  SE  Off-
and On-Ramps Basic 2 2,200 1,838 84% 49 18.7 C 2 1,190 1,033 87% 49.6 10 A 2 2,030 1,842 91% 49 18.6 C

DC 295 N, Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE On-Ramp Merge
Area Merge 2 2,680 2,191 82% 48 22.7 C 2 1,390 1,167 84% 49.2 12 B 2 2,535 2,246 89% 48 23.3 C

DC 295 N, Between 11th St Bridge On-Ramp and
Pennsylvania Ave SE Off-Ramp Weave  4 4,420 3,900 88% 49 19.9 C 4 3,220 2,820 88% 49.3 14 B 4 4,340 4,017 93% 49 20.5 C

SOUTHBOUND DC 295 / I-295 (ANACOSTIA FREEWAY)

DC  295  S,  Between  Pennsylvania  Ave  SE  On-Ramp and
11th St Bridge Off-Ramp Weave  4 4,600 4,600 100

% 47 24.5 C 4 4,800 3,857 80% 32.3 30 D 4 4,610 4,624 100
% 48 24.0 C

DC 295 S, Between 11th St Bridge Off-Ramp and Martin
Luther King, Jr. Ave SE On-Ramp Basic 2 1,680 1,677 100

% 49 17.0 B 2 1,670 1,116 67% 10.9 51 F 2 1,575 1,567 99% 49 15.9 B

I-295 S, Between 11th St Bridge On-Ramp and Suitland
Pkwy Off-Ramp Weave  4 3,510 3,108 89% 49 15.8 B 4 3,630 2,295 63% 5.8 99 F 4 3,190 3,036 95% 47 16.0 B

I-295 S, Between Suitland Pkwy Off- and On-Ramps Basic 4 2,517 2,438 97% 49 12.4 B 3 2,600 1,686 65% 49.2 11 B 3 2,180 2,093 96% 49 14.1 B
I-295 S, Suitland Parkway On-Ramp Merge Area Merge 3 2,510 2,404 96% 49 16.3 B 3 3,010 2,043 68% 49.2 14 B 3 2,620 2,495 95% 49 16.9 B
I-295 S, Between Suitland Pkwy and South Capitol St
Off-Ramp Basic 3 2,510 2,440 97% 49 16.6 B 3 3,010 2,078 69% 49.1 14 B 3 2,620 2,506 96% 49 17.0 B

I-295 S, South Capitol Street Off-Ramp Diverge Area Diverge 3 2,510 2,434 97% 49 16.5 B 3 3,010 2,082 69% 49.2 14 B 3 2,620 2,499 95% 49 16.9 B
I-295 S, Malcolm X Ave SE Off-Ramp Diverge Area Diverge 3 1,630 1,566 96% 49 10.6 A 3 1,965 1,375 70% 49.3 9 A 3 1,770 1,664 94% 49 11.2 B
I-295 S, Malcolm X Ave SE Off-Ramp Basic Area Basic 2 1,250 1,213 97% 49 12.3 B 2 1,965 1,375 70% 49.3 14 B 2 1,400 1,352 97% 49 13.7 B
EASTBOUND I-395 / I-695 (SE/SW FREEWAY) & SOUTHBOUND I-295 (11th ST BRIDGE)
I-395 N, Maine Ave SW On-Ramp Merge Area Merge 4 6,370 5,754 90% 28 51.9 F 4 6,550 5,615 86% 23.6 59 F 4 6,235 5,626 90% 31 45.3 F
I-395 N, 9th St Expy On-Ramp Merge Area Merge 4 6,870 6,082 89% 39 38.9 E 4 7,060 5,919 84% 27.6 54 F 4 6,715 5,928 88% 40 37.4 E
I-395 N, Between 7th St SW On-Ramp and 3rd St Tunnel
Off-Ramp Weave  5 7,120 6,570 92% 45 29.5 D 5 7,280 6,349 87% 26.2 48 F 5 6,965 6,393 92% 43 29.7 D

I-695 E, South Capitol St SE Off-Ramp Diverge Area Diverge 3 4,250 3,958 93% 48 27.5 D 3 4,480 3,973 89% 24.1 55 F 3 4,105 3,801 93% 43 29.1 D
I-695 E, Between South Capitol St SE Off-Ramp and 3rd St Basic 3 3,330 3,112 93% 49 21.2 C 3 3,360 2,914 87% 38.5 25 C 3 3,170 2,918 92% 49 19.9 C
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TABLE 5-9: 2020 AM PEAK VOLUMES, DEMAND SERVED, DENSITY, AND SPEED FOR FREEWAY OPERATION

FREEWAY CORRIDOR and SEGMENT
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NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
Tunnel On-Ramp
I-695  E,  Between  3rd  St  Tunnel  On-Ramp  and  6th  St  SE
Off-Ramp Weave  4 4,350 4,131 95% 49 21.0 C 4 4,930 4,487 91% 38.8 29 D 4 4,190 3,926 94% 49 19.9 C

I-695 E, 11th St Bridge Off-Ramp Diverge Area Diverge 4 3,990 3,787 95% 49 19.3 C 4 4,560 4,150 91% 39.0 27 D 4 3,830 3,582 94% 49 18.2 C
I-295 S, Between Southeast Fwy Split and 9th St SE
On-Ramp Basic 3 2,790 2,651 95% 48 18.2 C 3 2,880 2,593 90% 39.0 22 C 3 2,610 2,395 92% 49 16.2 B

I-295 S, 9th St SE On-Ramp Merge Area Merge 3 2,935 2,711 92% 49 18.5 C 3 3,035 2,589 85% 37.6 23 C 3 2,755 2,523 92% 48 17.4 B
I-295 S, Between M St SE On-Ramp and DC 295 Off-Ramp Weave  4 3,400 3,171 93% 49 16.2 B 4 3,570 3,073 86% 30.2 25 C 4 3,275 3,054 93% 48 15.8 B
I-295 S, Between DC 295 Off- and On-Ramps Basic 2 1,660 1,526 92% 49 15.5 B 2 1,730 1,393 81% 20.8 34 D 2 1,470 1,349 92% 49 13.7 B
NORTHBOUND I-295 (11th ST BRIDGE) and WESTBOUND I-695 / I-395 (SE/SW FREEWAY)
I-295 N, Between DC 295 Off- and On-Ramps Basic 2 3,130 2,593 83% 49 26.7 D 2 4,090 3,489 85% 44.8 39 E 2 3,095 2,594 84% 49 26.6 D
I-295 N, Between DC 295 On-Ramp and M St SE Off-Ramp Weave  4 5,630 5,103 91% 48 26.7 D 4 6,970 5,917 85% 32.5 46 F 4 5,620 5,328 95% 49 27.5 D
I-295 N, I St SE Off-Ramp Diverge Area Diverge 3 4,625 4,150 90% 49 28.5 D 3 4,910 4,164 85% 33.6 41 E 3 4,660 4,385 94% 49 29.9 D
I-295  N,  Between  I  St  SE  Off-Ramp and Southeast Blvd
On-Ramp Basic 3 4,500 4,020 89% 49 27.5 D 3 4,030 3,407 85% 33.3 34 D 3 4,560 4,330 95% 47 30.4 D

I-695 W, Southeast Blvd On-Ramp Merge Area Merge 5 6,500 5,035 77% 47 21.2 C 5 6,630 4,666 70% 35.9 26 C 5 6,560 5,273 80% 45 23.3 C
I-695  W,  Between  Virginia  Ave  SE  On-Ramp and 3rd St
Tunnel Off-Ramp Weave  5 6,970 5,203 75% 47 22.0 C 5 6,880 4,726 69% 34.3 28 D 5 7,015 5,397 77% 48 22.5 C

I-695 W, Between 3rd St Tunnel Off-Ramp and South
Capitol St On-Ramp Basic 4 4,800 4,453 93% 48 23.0 C 4 4,530 3,646 80% 39.0 23 C 3 4,765 4,548 95% 48 31.3 C

I-695 W, South Capitol St On-Ramp Merge Area Merge 4 5,910 5,209 88% 39 33.3 D 4 5,250 4,159 79% 36.8 28 D 4 5,900 5,524 94% 48 28.6 D
I-395 S, Between 3rd St Tunnel On-Ramp and 6th/7th St
SW Off-Ramp Weave  6 7,910 7,268 92% 48 25.2 C 6 6,620 5,603 85% 38.6 24 C 6 7,920 7,583 96% 48 26.4 D

I-395  S,  Maine  Ave  SW/12th  St  Expy  Off-Ramp Diverge
Area Diverge 5 7,160 6,545 91% 48 27.2 D 5 5,890 4,951 84% 38.9 25 C 5 7,145 6,796 95% 48 28.3 D
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TABLE 5-10: 2020 PM PEAK VOLUMES, DEMAND SERVED, DENSITY, AND SPEED FOR FREEWAY OPERATION

FREEWAY CORRIDOR and SEGMENT
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NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
NORTHBOUND I-295 / DC 295 (ANACOSTIA FREEWAY)
I-295 N, South of Malcolm X Ave SE Interchange Basic 2 2,160 2,129 99% 49 21.7 C 2 3,230 3,215 100% 48 33.2 D 2 2,320 2,322 100% 49 23.8 C

I-295 N, Malcolm X Ave SE On-Ramp Merge Area Merge 3 2,950 2,870 97% 49 19.5 C 3 4,090 4,053 99% 49 27.8 D 3 3,140 3,101 99% 49 21.1 C

I-295 N, Between Malcolm X Ave SE and Suitland
Pkwy

Basic 3 2,950 2,881 98% 49 19.6 C 3 4,090 4,056 99% 49 27.8 D 3 3,140 3,098 99% 46 22.6 C

I-295 N, Suitland Pkwy Off-Ramp Diverge Area Diverge 3 2,950 2,801 95% 47 19.7 C 3 4,090 4,046 99% 46 29.2 D 3 3,140 3,058 97% 40 25.6 C

I-295 N, Between Suitland Pkwy Loop Ramps Basic 3 2,970 2,812 95% 44 21.1 C 3 3,310 3,283 99% 48 22.6 C 3 2,295 2,262 99% 49 15.4 B

I-295 N, Between Suitland Pkwy/Howard Rd SE and
11th St Bridge Ramps

Weave 4 4,060 3,702 91% 32 29.2 D 4 5,160 4,838 94% 42 28.5 D 4 4,150 3,944 95% 43 23.2 C

DC 295 N, Between 11th St Bridge Off-Ramp and
Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE Off-Ramp

Diverge 3 2,420 2,194 91% 43 16.8 B 3 2,180 1,996 92% 49 13.7 B 3 2,500 2,326 93% 22 36.1 E

DC 295 N, Between Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE
Off- and On-Ramps

Basic 2 1,590 1,437 90% 49 14.5 B 2 2,030 1,917 94% 49 19.4 C 2 1,615 1,531 95% 49 15.5 B

DC 295 N, Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE On-Ramp
Merge Area

Merge 2 2,030 1,730 85% 49 17.7 B 2 2,430 2,118 87% 49 21.8 C 2 2,075 1,821 88% 49 18.8 C

DC 295 N, Between 11th St Bridge On-Ramp and
Pennsylvania Ave SE Off-Ramp

Weave 4 4,860 3,674 76% 49 18.7 C 4 5,810 4,835 83% 49 24.9 C 4 4,925 4,511 92% 49 23.1 C

SOUTHBOUND DC 295 / I-295 (ANACOSTIA FREEWAY)
DC 295 S, Between Pennsylvania Ave SE On-Ramp
and 11th St Bridge Off-Ramp

Weave 4 5,620 5,390 96% 43 31.6 D 4 4,590 4,470 97% 38 29.1 D 4 5,860 5,755 98% 40 35.5 E

DC 295 S, Between 11th St Bridge Off-Ramp and
Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE On-Ramp

Basic 2 2,480 2,376 96% 41 29.0 D 2 2,100 2,040 97% 49 20.7 C 2 2,680 2,562 96% 42 30.6 D

I-295 S, Between 11th St Bridge On-Ramp and
Suitland Pkwy Off-Ramp

Weave 4 6,260 4,514 72% 24 46.7 F 4 5,380 4,531 84% 45 25.2 C 4 6,350 5,491 86% 33 42.2 E

I-295 S, Between Suitland Pkwy Off- and On-Ramps Basic 4 4,873 3,672 75% 24 38.0 E 3 3,380 2,831 84% 49 19.1 C 3 4,330 3,618 84% 25 47.7 F

I-295 S, Suitland Parkway On-Ramp Merge Area Merge 3 4,820 3,545 74% 49 24.2 C 3 4,180 3,492 84% 49 23.9 C 3 5,050 4,192 83% 21 66.7 F

I-295 S, Between Suitland Pkwy and South Capitol
St Off-Ramp

Basic 3 4,820 3,604 75% 48 24.9 C 3 4,180 3,542 85% 48 24.6 C 3 5,050 4,162 82% 19 72.0 F

I-295 S, South Capitol Street Off-Ramp Diverge Area Diverge 3 4,820 3,601 75% 48 24.8 C 3 4,180 3,535 85% 48 24.7 C 3 5,050 4,106 81% 17 80.9 F

I-295 S, Malcolm X Ave SE Off-Ramp Diverge Area Diverge 3 2,840 2,102 74% 48 14.5 B 3 2,150 1,799 84% 49 12.2 B 3 3,060 2,416 79% 12 68.3 F

I-295 S, Malcolm X Ave SE Off-Ramp Basic Area Basic 2 2,730 2,064 76% 34 30.2 D 2 2,150 1,799 84% 49 18.3 C 2 2,955 2,293 78% 9 120.7 F

EASTBOUND I-395 / I-695 (SE/SW FREEWAY) and SOUTHBOUND I-295 (11th ST BRIDGE)
I-395 N, Maine Ave SW On-Ramp Merge Area Merge 4 6,820 3,371 49% 6 150.5 F 4 6,150 5,282 86% 13 103.4 F 4 6,920 6,624 96% 36 46.3 F

I-395 N, 9th St Expy On-Ramp Merge Area Merge 4 7,720 4,017 52% 7 140.1 F 4 6,950 5,167 74% 12 107.7 F 4 7,815 7,294 93% 37 49.2 F
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TABLE 5-10: 2020 PM PEAK VOLUMES, DEMAND SERVED, DENSITY, AND SPEED FOR FREEWAY OPERATION

FREEWAY CORRIDOR and SEGMENT
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NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
I-395 N, Between 7th St SW On-Ramp and 3rd St
Tunnel Off-Ramp

Weave 5 7,940 4,365 55% 6 137.4 F 5 7,390 5,767 78% 10 110.7 F 5 8,035 7,779 97% 37 42.1 E

I-695 E, South Capitol St SE Off-Ramp Diverge Area Diverge 3 6,150 3,466 56% 10 120.4 F 3 5,940 4,583 77% 15 103.6 F 3 6,290 6,089 97% 39 52.4 F

I-695 E, Between South Capitol St SE Off-Ramp and
3rd St Tunnel On-Ramp

Basic 3 5,720 3,226 56% 37 29.0 D 3 5,480 4,180 76% 13 105.1 F 3 5,790 5,564 96% 38 49.0 F

I-695 E, Between 3rd St Tunnel On-Ramp and 6th St
SE Off-Ramp

Weave 4 7,570 5,101 67% 38 33.3 D 4 7,560 5,861 78% 16 92.8 F 4 7,615 7,178 94% 32 55.5 F

I-695 E, 11th St Bridge Off-Ramp Diverge Area Diverge 4 7,120 4,906 69% 38 32.6 D 4 7,220 5,524 77% 14 102.2 F 4 7,185 6,684 93% 23 72.6 F

I-295 S, Between Southeast Fwy Split and 9th St SE
On-Ramp

Basic 3 4,680 3,107 66% 36 28.9 D 3 4,330 3,498 81% 41 28.7 D 3 4,765 4,461 94% 48 30.7 D

I-295 S, 9th St SE On-Ramp Merge Area Merge 3 3,705 3,161 85% 38 27.9 D 3 4,980 3,773 76% 36 34.8 D 3 4,980 4,673 94% 40 39.3 E

I-295 S, Between M St SE On-Ramp and DC 295
Off-Ramp

Weave 4 5,650 3,681 65% 34 26.8 D 4 6,180 4,792 78% 33 36.7 E 4 5,530 5,070 92% 45 28.1 D

I-295 S, Between DC 295 Off- and On-Ramps Basic 2 2,820 1,812 64% 33 27.3 D 2 2,800 2,158 77% 34 31.9 D 2 2,680 2,430 91% 43 28.5 D

NORTHBOUND I-295 (11th ST BRIDGE) and WESTBOUND I-695 / I-395 (SE/SW FREEWAY)
I-295 N, Between DC 295 Off- and On-Ramps Basic 2 1,640 1,455 89% 49 14.8 B 2 2,980 2,753 92% 45 30.3 D 2 1,650 1,434 87% 49 14.5 B

I-295 N, Between DC 295 On-Ramp and M St SE
Off-Ramp

Weave 4 4,120 3,795 92% 35 27.0 D 4 4,910 4,607 94% 30 37.9 E 4 4,110 3,929 96% 49 20.2 C

I-295 N, I St SE Off-Ramp Diverge Area Diverge 3 3,630 3,340 92% 33 33.9 D 3 4,020 3,763 94% 34 37.0 E 3 3,620 3,452 95% 49 23.4 C

I-295 N, Between I St SE Off-Ramp and Southeast
Blvd On-Ramp

Basic 3 3,510 3,196 91% 31 34.7 D 3 3,600 3,347 93% 32 35.2 E 3 3,495 3,374 97% 48 23.2 C

I-695 W, Southeast Blvd On-Ramp Merge Area Merge 5 4,700 3,657 78% 29 25.4 C 5 5,505 3,975 72% 24 33.7 D 5 4,695 3,536 75% 48 14.7 B

I-695 W, Between Virginia Ave SE On-Ramp and 3rd
St Tunnel Off-Ramp

Weave 5 5,400 4,023 75% 30 26.5 D 5 6,033 4,321 72% 31 27.8 D 5 5,380 3,986 74% 47 17.0 B

I-695 W, Between 3rd St Tunnel Off-Ramp and
South Capitol St On-Ramp

Basic 4 3,330 2,901 87% 39 18.5 C 4 3,640 3,076 84% 39 19.6 C 3 3,355 3,150 94% 49 21.5 B

I-695 W, South Capitol St On-Ramp Merge Area Merge 4 4,070 3,526 87% 38 23.2 C 4 4,330 3,653 84% 38 24.0 C 4 4,040 3,735 92% 41 23.0 C

I-395 S, Between 3rd St Tunnel On-Ramp and
6th/7th St SW Off-Ramp

Weave 6 7,360 6,831 93% 41 27.8 D 6 7,280 6,628 91% 38 29.2 D 6 7,325 7,021 96% 38 30.5 D

I-395 S, Maine Ave SW/12th St Expy Off-Ramp
Diverge Area

Diverge 5 6,970 6,440 92% 41 31.6 D 5 6,940 6,279 90% 38 32.6 D 5 6,940 6,623 95% 37 35.4 E
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TABLE 5-11: SUMMARY OF 2020 AM FREEWAY OPERATION
NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Freeway Corridor and Segment
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Northbound I-295/DC 295 - Segments
Combined

ALL 43,655 38,246 88% 37 40 E 36,430 32,188 88% 40 32.2 D 41,700 38,870 93% 47 29 D

Southbound DC 295/I-295 - Segments
Combined

ALL 22,717 21,880 96% 49 16 B 27,560 19,021 69% 35 31.9 D 22,585 21,835 97% 49 16 B

Eastbound I-395/I-695 and Southbound 11th
St Bridge - Segments Combined

ALL 47,065 43,452 92% 46 25 C 49,435 43,054 87% 31 36.5 E 45,320 41,494 92% 45 24 C

Northbound 11th St Bridge & Westbound
I-695/I-395 - Segments Combined

ALL 57,135 49,579 87% 47 26 D 55,800 44,728 80% 37 31.5 D 57,240 51,759 90% 48 27 D

TABLE 5-12: SUMMARY OF 2020 PM FREEWAY OPERATION
NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Freeway Corridor and Segment
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Northbound I-295/DC 295 - Segments
Combined

ALL 28,940 26,231 91% 46 20 C 36,420 34,356 94% 48 24.9 C 29,300 27,973 95% 44 23 C

Southbound DC 295/I-295 - Segments
Combined

ALL 39,263 30,868 79% 40 29 D 34,870 30,339 87% 47 21.4 C 40,385 34,594 86% 24 63 F

Eastbound I-395/I-695 and Southbound 11th
St Bridge - Segments Combined

ALL 65,895 40,212 61% 26 69 F 64,980 50,585 78% 21 78.0 F 67,605 63,847 94% 38 45 E/F

Northbound 11th St Bridge and Westbound
I-695/I-395 - Segments Combined

ALL 44,730 39,164 88% 37 26 D 49,238 42,401 86% 35 30.7 D 44,610 40,240 90% 46 22 C
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FIGURE 5-8: 2020 AM – I-295 / DC 295 – NORTHBOUND FREEWAY OPERATION RESULTS
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FIGURE 5-9: 2020 PM – I-295 / DC 295 – SOUTHBOUND FREEWAY OPERATION RESULTS
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FIGURE 5-10: 2020 AM – EASTBOUND I-395 / I-695 & SOUTHBOUND I-295 FREEWAY OPERATION RESULTS
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FIGURE 5-11: 2020 PM – EASTBOUND I-395 / I-695 & SOUTHBOUND I-295 FREEWAY OPERATION RESULTS
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FIGURE 5-12: 2020 PM –NORTHBOUND I-295 & WESTBOUND I-395 / I-695 & FREEWAY OPERATION RESULTS
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5.3. TRAVEL TIME COMPARISONS

Table 5-13 summarizes travel times along several segments in the network. The table compares the performance of the No
Build, the FEIS Preferred, and the Revised Preferred Alternatives for 2020 and the AM and PM peak conditions. In this table,
best travel time performances is highlighted in light green while worst travel time performance is highlighted in light red.
Table 5-13 shows travel times along the main origins and destinations within the project area vary significantly among the
No  Build,  FEIS  Preferred,  and  Revised  Preferred  Alternatives.  In  general,  there  is  no  clear  trend  as  to  which  of  the
alternatives performs best regarding travel times. There are similar number of travel time segments that perform worst and
best in each alternative. The Revised Preferred Alternative accounts for ten travel time segments that perform the minimum
travel time, but it also includes eight segments that perform the maximum travel times.

Furthermore, the traffic operations comparison based on travel times did not show any consistent pattern of either
improvement or degradation for the system as a whole. In general, many of the differences observed between the future No
Build, the FEIS Preferred, and the Revised Preferred Alternatives are more because of the changes in the underlying model
assumptions related to routing decisions, high off-ramp and on-ramp volumes entering and exiting a busy freeway corridor,
and  the  randomness  of  the  traffic  simulation  model.  Because  of  high  traffic  volume  along  several  corridors,  the  flow
conditions  were  very  sensitive  to  small  changes  in  roadway geometric  assumptions  such  as  the  length  of  the  acceleration
and auxiliary lane. Consequently, it is difficult to perform a meaningful comparative evaluation based on travel times.

In summary, the changes in travel patterns, roadway geometry, functional classification, lane configuration, and capacity in
the network generate a complete redistribution of trips in the area thus reducing travel times for some origin-destination
paths but also increasing travel times for other paths.
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TABLE 5-13: TRAVEL TIME COMPARISONS FOR 2020 AM AND PM PEAK

Trip
Direction /
Path / Trip
Origin and

Destination

Trip
Distanc

e
(miles)

AM Peak
Travel
Time

(minutes
)

AM
Peak

Averag
e

Speed
(mph)

PM Peak
Travel
Time

(minutes
)

PM
Peak

Averag
e

Speed
(mph)

AM Peak
Travel
Time

(minutes
)

AM
Peak

Averag
e

Speed
(mph)

PM Peak
Travel
Time

(minutes
)

PM
Peak

Averag
e

Speed
(mph)

AM Peak
Travel
Time

(minutes
)

AM
Peak

Averag
e

Speed
(mph)

PM Peak
Travel
Time

(minutes
)

PM
Peak

Averag
e

Speed
(mph)

NO BUILD FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
Outbound
South
Capitol St
from M St
to I-295 S
past the
Malcolm X
Ave SE
Interchange

2.9 5.3 33 10.1 17 7.9 22 6.7 26 7.6 23 14.7 12

Outbound
South
Capitol St
from M St
to Suitland
Pkwy past
the Stanton
Rd SE
Intersection

2.6 5.7 28 11.8 13 7.2 22 10.1 16 7.9 20 12.5 13

Outbound
South
Capitol St
from M St
to DC 295 N
at the
Pennsylvani
a Ave SE
Off-Ramp

2.8 7.0 24 12.2 14 10.4 16 8.8 19 9.4 18 10.3 16

Inbound
I-295 N
from south
of the
Malcolm X
Ave SE
Interchange
to M
St-South
Capitol St
Intersection

3.0 12.6 14 6.1 30 14.8 12 7.1 26 9.0 20 11.4 16

Inbound
Suitland
Pkwy from
Stanton Rd
SE
Intersection
to M
St-South
Capitol St
Intersection

2.6 15.7 10 8.7 18 13 12 6.8 23 10.7 15 10.9 14

Inbound DC
295 S from
Pennsylvani

2.6 8.8 18 6.3 25 15.4 10 6.3 25 9.3 17 10.7 15
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TABLE 5-13: TRAVEL TIME COMPARISONS FOR 2020 AM AND PM PEAK

Trip
Direction /
Path / Trip
Origin and

Destination

Trip
Distanc

e
(miles)

AM Peak
Travel
Time

(minutes
)

AM
Peak

Averag
e

Speed
(mph)

PM Peak
Travel
Time

(minutes
)

PM
Peak

Averag
e

Speed
(mph)

AM Peak
Travel
Time

(minutes
)

AM
Peak

Averag
e

Speed
(mph)

PM Peak
Travel
Time

(minutes
)

PM
Peak

Averag
e

Speed
(mph)

AM Peak
Travel
Time

(minutes
)

AM
Peak

Averag
e

Speed
(mph)

PM Peak
Travel
Time

(minutes
)

PM
Peak

Averag
e

Speed
(mph)

NO BUILD FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
a Ave SE
On-Ramp to
M St-South
Capitol St
Intersection
Outbound
DC 295 S
from
Pennsylvani
a Ave SE
On-Ramp to
I-295 S
south of the
Malcolm X
Ave SE
Interchange

3.1 3.9 49 4.9 38 4.3 44 3.9 48 3.9 49 9.8 19

Outbound
DC 295 S
from
Pennsylvani
a Ave SE
On-Ramp to
Suitland
Pkwy past
the Stanton
Rd SE
Intersection

2.4 4.6 31 12.1 12 7.3 20 8.7 17 6.4 23 9.6 15

Inbound
Suitland
Pkwy from
Stanton Rd
SE
Intersection
to DC 295 N
at
Pennsylvani
a Ave SE
Off-Ramp

2.4 12.4 12 9.5 15 7.5 19 5.2 28 7.6 19 5.0 29

Inbound
I-295 N
from south
of the
Malcolm X
Ave SE
Interchange
to DC 295 N
at
Pennsylvani
a Ave SE
Off-Ramp

3.2 5.5 35 4.3 44 4.8 40 4 48 4.3 44 4.0 48
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TABLE 5-13: TRAVEL TIME COMPARISONS FOR 2020 AM AND PM PEAK

Trip
Direction /
Path / Trip
Origin and

Destination

Trip
Distanc

e
(miles)

AM Peak
Travel
Time

(minutes
)

AM
Peak

Averag
e

Speed
(mph)

PM Peak
Travel
Time

(minutes
)

PM
Peak

Averag
e

Speed
(mph)

AM Peak
Travel
Time

(minutes
)

AM
Peak

Averag
e

Speed
(mph)

PM Peak
Travel
Time

(minutes
)

PM
Peak

Averag
e

Speed
(mph)

AM Peak
Travel
Time

(minutes
)

AM
Peak

Averag
e

Speed
(mph)

PM Peak
Travel
Time

(minutes
)

PM
Peak

Averag
e

Speed
(mph)

NO BUILD FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
Outbound
I-695 E from
3rd St
Tunnel to
DC 295 N at
Pennsylvani
a Ave SE
Off-Ramp

2.5 3.3 45 4.2 35 3.9 38 4.8 31 3.2 47 3.6 41

Inbound DC
295 S from
Pennsylvani
a Ave SE
On-Ramp to
I-395 S near
3rd St
Tunnel

2.4 3.4 43 4.1 35 4.1 35 4.8 30 3.3 44 3.7 39
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6. 2040 TRAFFIC OPERATION ANALYSIS RESULTS

The  results  of  traffic  operation  analysis  conducted  for  the  TTR  is  presented  as  a  comparison  for  opening  year  (2020)  and
design year (2040) of the No Build, FEIS Preferred, and Revised Preferred Alternatives. The following sections summarize the
outcomes from the analysis.

6.1. ARTERIAL TRAFFIC ANALYSIS

6.1.1. Intersection Level of Service Analysis

Traffic operational analyses to predict intersection delays and levels of service, queuing, and travel speeds were performed
on 2040 forecasted  traffic  for  the  No Build,  the  FEIS  Preferred  Alternative,  and  the  Revised  Preferred  Alternative.  Level  of
service is defined as a qualitative measure describing the operational conditions within a traffic stream and their perception
by motorists.  The LOS of a roadway or intersection falls  into one of six categories,  A through F.  LOS A represents the best
operating condition, and LOS F represents the worst condition. Under today’s traffic conditions, in an urban area such as the
District of Columbia, a facility operating at or better than LOS D is considered acceptable. Accordingly, intersections at LOS E
and F are highlighted as being deficient and are expected to fail in 2040.

To characterize the local street system and highlight potential differences between the alternatives, all intersections within
the project area were selected for evaluation. Figure 6-1 identifies the intersections used to evaluate and compare the
performance of the local street system.

AM and PM peak hour intersection delays and LOS results for the 2040 scenario for the No Build, FEIS Preferred, and Revised
Preferred Alternatives are summarized in Table 6-1. As shown in Table 6-1, in all alternatives several intersections operate at
poor  LOS  (LOS  E  or  F). Table 6-2 compares the overall results among the alternatives. As shown, the Revised Preferred
Alternative presents fewer intersections operating at LOS E or F than those of the No Build and FEIS Preferred Alternatives.
In the Revised Preferred Alternative, in total  only nine intersections in the AM peak operate poorly compared to 15 of the
No Build  and  FEIS  Preferred  Alternatives,  respectively.  Similarly,  in  the  PM peak,  17  intersections  in  the  Revised  Preferred
Alternative operate at LOS E or F compared to 20 and 27 of the No Build and FEIS Preferred Alternatives, respectively.

While many of the intersections with LOS E or F operate poorly in all  alternatives,  there are also many other intersections
that operate at a different LOS in different alternatives. This is the result of the changes in travel patterns in the area as well
as the changes in roadway capacity from to the proposed improvements in the South Capitol Street corridor.

Overall, the Revised Preferred Alternative performs best in terms of intersection levels of service in both 2040 AM and PM
traffic conditions.
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FIGURE 6-1: PROJECT AREA INTERSECTION FOR TRAFFIC ANALYSIS
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TABLE 6-1: 2040 AVERAGE DELAY PER VEHICLE AND LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) AT PROJECT AREA INTERSECTIONS

Intersection

AM Peak
Hour
Delay

(Sec/Veh)

AM Peak
Hour
LOS

PM Peak
Hour Delay
(Sec/Veh)

PM Peak
Hour LOS

AM Peak
Hour Delay
(Sec/Veh)

AM Peak
Hour
LOS

PM Peak
Hour Delay
(Sec/Veh)

PM Peak
Hour LOS

AM Peak
Hour Delay
(Sec/Veh)

AM
Peak
Hour
LOS

PM Peak
Hour Delay
(Sec/Veh)

PM Peak
Hour
LOS

No Build Alternative FEIS Preferred Alternative Revised Preferred Alternative
7th St SW and Capitol Square Pl SW/ I-395 Ramp 9 A 2 A 5 A 83 F 8 A 2 A

7th St SW and Frontage Rd SW 7 A 13 B 10 B 24 C 9 A 13 B
7th St SW and E St SW 5 A 4 A 5 A 38 D 5 A 4 A

West Oval - - - - 106 F 70 E 33 C 35 D

South Capitol St and Potomac Ave 116 F 62 E - - - - - - - -
South Capitol St and P St 13 B 27 C 18 B 9 A 13 B 18 B
South Capitol St and O St 7 A 35 C 14 B 9 A 10 B 18 B

South Capitol St and N St 19 B 39 D 37 D 10 B 23 C 22 C

South Capitol St and M St 100 F 62 E 46 D 48 D 38 D 49 D
South Capitol St and L St 373 F 10 B 20 C 29 C 16 B 24 C

South Capitol St and K St 82 F 47 E 20 C 19 B 12 B 17 B

South Capitol St and I St 56 E 50 D 36 D 36 D 19 B 48 D
South Capitol St SB and I-395 Ramp 17 B 270 F 34 C 84 F 14 B 38 D

South Capitol St and Virginia Ave 10 B 36 D 9 A 78 E 14 B 24 C

South Capitol St and E St/ Washington Ave 21 C 51 D 20 C 143 F 24 C 73 E

South Capitol St and Canal St/ Washington Ave 27 C 31 C 25 C 20 B 50 D 29 C
3rd St SE and WB Virginia Ave SE/ I-695 Ramp 8 A 50 D 8 A 12 B 8 A 23 C

5th St SE and EB Virginia Ave SE/ I-695 Ramp 10 B 17 B 13 B 17 B 9 A 30 C

8th St SE and EB Virginia Ave SE/ I-695 Ramp 17 B 13 B 10 B 13 B 15 B 12 B
8th St SE and I St SE 14 B 8 A 13 B 12 B 15 B 10 A
11th St SE and N St SE 8 A 57 E 76 E 147 F 10 B 44 D
11th St SE and M St SE 26 C 146 F 62 E 134 F 25 C 115 F
11th St SE and I St SE 38 D 113 F 57 E 121 F 15 B 107 F
12th St SE and M St SE 41 D 74 E 42 D 104 F 9 A 18 B
South Capitol St and Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave 54 D 20 B 44 D 20 C 73 E 21 C
Malcolm X Ave SE and West Access Rd 27 C 17 B 50 D 17 B 29 C 18 B
Malcolm X Ave SE and 2nd St SE 80 F 30 D 126 F 27 D 99 F 31 D
Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and Gate 1 West Campus/
UCC Visitor East

40 D 35 D 60 E 23 C 10 A 20 C

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and Sumner Rd SE/
Stanton Rd SE

107 F 107 F 129 F 41 D 58 E 37 D

South Capitol St and Firth Sterling Ave 98 F 69 E 248 F 61 E 101 F 62 E
Firth Sterling Ave SE and West Access Rd 43 D 72 E 46 D 65 E 64 E 58 E
Firth Sterling Ave SE and Barry Rd SE 13 B 49 D 6 A 41 D 26 C 38 D
Suitland Pkwy and Firth Sterling Ave SE 86 F 168 F 42 D 40 D 52 D 36 D
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TABLE 6-1: 2040 AVERAGE DELAY PER VEHICLE AND LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) AT PROJECT AREA INTERSECTIONS

Intersection

AM Peak
Hour
Delay

(Sec/Veh)

AM Peak
Hour
LOS

PM Peak
Hour Delay
(Sec/Veh)

PM Peak
Hour LOS

AM Peak
Hour Delay
(Sec/Veh)

AM Peak
Hour
LOS

PM Peak
Hour Delay
(Sec/Veh)

PM Peak
Hour LOS

AM Peak
Hour Delay
(Sec/Veh)

AM
Peak
Hour
LOS

PM Peak
Hour Delay
(Sec/Veh)

PM Peak
Hour
LOS

No Build Alternative FEIS Preferred Alternative Revised Preferred Alternative
Howard Rd SE and Anacostia Metro Parking Garage 8 A 29 C 6 A 25 C 6 A 19 B
Howard Rd SE and Firth Sterling Ave SE 25 C 38 D 38 D 77 E 30 C 83 F
Howard Rd SE and Anacostia Metro Station 36 D 37 D 13 B 90 F 14 B 46 D
Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and Howard Rd SE 74 E 103 F 36 D 64 E 40 D 39 D
Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and Talbert St SE 26 C 38 D 39 D 66 E 14 B 25 C
Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and Morris Rd SE/ Chicago
St SE

41 D 33 C 56 E 69 E 35 D 34 C
Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and Pleasant St SE/ Maple
View Pl S,E

42 E 94 F 56 F 262 F 27 D 179 F
Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and W St SE 15 B 57 E 65 E 165 F 14 B 94 F
Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and U St SE 28 C 41 D 433 F 1264 F 43 D 111 F
Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and Good Hope Rd SE 64 E 75 E 136 F 110 F 56 E 79 E
Good Hope Rd SE and 13th St SE 76 E 78 E 205 F 127 F 63 E 92 F
Suitland Pkwy and Stanton Rd SE 164 F 63 E 80 F 87 F 97 F 89 F
11th St SE and O St SE 70 E 85 F 189 F 110 F 36 D 73 E
11th St SE and Southeast Blvd 33 C 69 E 69 E 76 E 27 C 99 F
12th St SE and Southeast Blvd 27 C 13 B 66 E 79 E 23 C 16 B
Firth Sterling Ave SE and Eaton Rd SE 15 B 25 C 27 C 28 C 96 F 21 C
South Capitol St and Suitland Pkwy/ Howard Rd 259 F 26 C - - - - - - - -
Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and Suitland Pkwy Ramps - - - - 52 D 27 C 49 D 38 D
Suitland Pkwy and I-295 NB Ramps - - - - 30 C 28 C 24 C 44 D
Suitland Pkwy and I-295 SB Ramps - - - - 60 E 22 C 18 B 69 E
East Oval - - - - 142 F 71 E 40 D 65 E
Malcolm X Ave SE and I-295 NB Ramps 6 A 1 A 19 C 1 A 1 A 1 A
Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and I-295 Ramps 59 E 125 F 123 F 73 E 57 E 112 F
Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and I-295 SB Ramp 8 A 92 F 53 D 128 F 3 A 76 E
I-295 SB Ramps and West Access Rd 17 B 11 B 31 C 17 B 17 B 30 C
South Capitol St SB Ramps and Malcolm X Ave 10 B 30 C 12 B 37 D 10 B 31 C
South Capitol St NB Ramps and Malcolm X Ave 20 B 14 B 67 E 15 B 21 C 15 B
M St SW and Half St SW 236 F 139 F 15 B 12 B 29 C 91 F
M St SE and Half St SE 156 F 24 C 18 B 28 C 33 C 6 A
South Capitol St and Parking Lot (beneath I-695)* 5 A 25 C 6 A 22 C - - - -
5th St SE and Virginia Ave SE 26 C 27 C 28 C 58 E 29 C 33 C
Howard Rd SE and I-295 SB Ramp 21 C 66 E - - - - - - - -

Source:  VISSIM modeling by CH2M HILL, 2014
Note:  Shaded areas highlight intersections projected to have unacceptable (E) or failing (F) levels of service.
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TABLE 6-2: SUMMARY OF INTERSECTIONS OPERATING AT LOS E OR F IN 2020

No Build FEIS Preferred Revised Preferred

AM PM AM PM AM PM

Intersections with LOS E 6 9 4 11 5 6

Intersections with LOS F 9 11 11 16 4 11

Total 15 20 15 27 9 17

6.1.2. Queuing Analysis Results

Table 6-3 summarizes queuing results for all intersections within the project area. Total queue length for a particular
intersection approach is also compared with the available storage (capacity to allocate the queue without causing spill over
to another intersection or facility). Those queues that exceed the available storage have been highlighted in light blue. Table
6-4 shows the overall comparison among alternatives of the number of intersection approaches where the average queue
length or the 95th percentile queue length exceeds the available storage capacity. As shown in Table 6-4, both the FEIS
Preferred  and the  Revised  Preferred  Alternatives  perform worse  than  the  No Build  Alternative.  Queues  develop  longer  on
both 2040 build alternatives thus exceeding the available storage capacity in more approaches. It is important to note that,
as will be shown in upcoming sections, the Revised Preferred Alternative processes more demand than any of the other
alternatives. As such, while queues may be longer in several locations, they also reflect the fact that additional demand is
able to traverse the project area corridors.
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TABLE 6-3: SUMMARY OF INTERSECTION APPROACH QUEUES FOR 2040 OPERATION

Intersection
Name

Approach
Direction Movement

Storage
(ft)

AM
Average
Queue

(ft)

AM 95th
Percentile
Queue (ft)

PM
Average
Queue

(ft)

PM 95th
Percentile
Queue (ft)

Storage
(ft)

AM
Average
Queue

(ft)

AM 95th
Percentile
Queue (ft)

PM
Average
Queue

(ft)

PM 95th
Percentile
Queue (ft)

Storage
(ft)

AM
Average
Queue

(ft)

AM 95th
Percentile
Queue (ft)

PM
Average
Queue

(ft)

PM 95th
Percentile

Queue
(ft)

2020 No Build Alternative 2020 FEIS Preferred Alternative 2020 Revised Preferred Alternative

S Capitol St/
Canal St

NB
LT 100 39 91 216 248 100 114 226 62 196 100 73 224 94 226

TH 100 38 91 216 247 100 114 225 61 195 100 73 224 94 225

SB LT-TH-RT 300 83 180 49 129 300 41 113 36 105 300 184 328 50 112

WB LT-TH-RT 120 75 148 58 146 120 81 150 51 112 120 100 152 67 149

S Capitol St/
E St/

Washington
Ave SW

NB LT-TH-RT 265 49 125 313 359 265 62 157 50 106 265 105 239 82 153

EB LT-TH-RT 145 27 86 114 148 145 37 143 138 150 145 38 144 135 150

SEB LT-TH-RT 720 35 85 129 203 720 47 110 455 472 720 53 111 474 840

SB LT-TH-RT 90 111 229 73 154 90 20 63 46 108 90 98 190 46 101

S Capitol St/
Virginia Ave

NB LT-TH-RT 160 10 52 136 280 160 27 98 39 105 160 78 249 90 166

EB LT-TH-RT 180 9 40 21 73 180 10 43 33 105 180 10 43 15 60

SB LT-TH-RT 250 10 47 47 203 250 15 48 365 384 250 40 114 302 384

WB LT-TH-RT 280 49 126 37 102 280 49 113 41 110 280 56 132 43 106

S Capitol St/
I-395 On-ramp

NB
LT - - - - - 550 487 828 139 277 710 95 345 373 585

TH 745 5 35 31 140 650 489 830 126 279 710 97 348 374 586

RT (Garage) 50 24 59 22 55 - - - - - 200 14 38 27 69

EB RT (Ramp) 1350 36 160 4250 5313 950 1243 5296 580 837 950 144 359 540 649

SB TH-RT 180 13 57 81 298 65 79 186 196 212 65 60 166 98 183

S Capitol St/
I St

NB
LT - - - - - - - - - - 150 144 321 53 110

TH-RT 240 734 1252 290 494 175 137 341 37 100 220 293 515 202 511

EB
LT-TH 360 375 405 391 406 360 381 397 384 403 360 143 255 184 363

RT 360 378 408 394 409 360 368 384 371 390 360 138 249 186 366

SB
LT - - - - - - - - - - 100 100 240 77 484

TH-RT 190 157 356 359 375 175 233 266 254 267 600 216 431 559 824

WB LT-TH-RT 780 649 662 112 195 750 48 131 64 151 750 47 124 167 519

S Capitol St/
K St

NB TH-RT - - - - - 250 80 363 37 71 250 316 542 143 263

EB LT-TH-RT 340 6 20 20 44 320 75 190 153 192 320 68 160 180 367

SB TH-RT - - - - - 230 308 356 320 352 230 52 181 264 361

WB LT-TH-RT 365 0 0 40 104 330 124 196 54 195 330 106 240 72 191

S Capitol St/
L St

NB LT-TH-RT 281 332 504 0 0 280 67 155 54 89 280 165 341 54 112

EB LT-TH-RT 282 6 20 29 62 215 27 87 204 233 215 34 116 222 324

SB
LT - - - - - - - - - - 125 41 106 46 99

TH-RT 283 0 0 0 0 250 388 494 457 496 220 141 387 255 351

WB LT-TH-RT 215 152 168 19 44 220 70 214 17 79 220 89 262 24 90
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TABLE 6-3: SUMMARY OF INTERSECTION APPROACH QUEUES FOR 2040 OPERATION

Intersection
Name

Approach
Direction Movement

Storage
(ft)

AM
Average
Queue

(ft)

AM 95th
Percentile
Queue (ft)

PM
Average
Queue

(ft)

PM 95th
Percentile
Queue (ft)

Storage
(ft)

AM
Average
Queue

(ft)

AM 95th
Percentile
Queue (ft)

PM
Average
Queue

(ft)

PM 95th
Percentile
Queue (ft)

Storage
(ft)

AM
Average
Queue

(ft)

AM 95th
Percentile
Queue (ft)

PM
Average
Queue

(ft)

PM 95th
Percentile

Queue
(ft)

2020 No Build Alternative 2020 FEIS Preferred Alternative 2020 Revised Preferred Alternative

S Capitol St/
M St

NB
LT - - - - - 340 493 624 244 490 340 256 533 487 643

TH-RT 575 388 632 169 262 550 261 491 208 332 550 167 543 296 616

EB
LT - - - - - 150 237 411 151 275 150 225 1099 55 125

TH-RT 320 369 407 396 420 330 246 416 157 280 330 423 1203 1039 1578

SB
LT - - - - - 200 375 391 366 391 200 208 400 97 198

TH-RT 295 188 347 173 352 275 372 389 361 389 275 306 400 384 456

WB
LT - - - - - 135 298 441 393 453 135 440 1258 183 360

TH-RT 350 441 467 379 464 350 305 444 397 457 350 526 1257 217 364

S Capitol St/
N St SW

NB
LT - - - - - 250 590 666 111 288 180 536 646 314 649

TH-RT 525 7 22 0 0 550 588 664 111 285 515 538 648 311 647

EB LT-TH-RT - - - - - 350 30 85 114 185 350 19 71 133 351

SB
LT - - - - - 100 269 603 65 145 160 117 265 74 138

TH-RT 525 111 640 619 658 550 319 601 56 135 550 86 220 83 233

WB
LT-TH 325 46 128 34 86 340 16 66 41 109 340 11 48 29 73

RT - - - - - 75 10 47 29 90 110 9 44 29 72

S Capitol St/
O St

NB TH 280 106 379 0 0 250 280 373 111 178 250 162 365 181 364

EB LT-RT - - - - - 300 75 207 77 234 300 248 335 154 334

SB TH-RT 525 111 640 619 658 525 486 642 87 355 525 21 101 188 587

S Capitol St/
P St

NB TH 350 168 469 12 58 250 471 498 126 395 250 144 288 137 278

EB LT-RT 330 102 235 348 361 350 50 129 105 386 350 128 370 210 794

SB TH-RT 280 143 360 361 377 250 350 370 111 354 250 139 309 220 369

West Oval/
S Capitol St/

Potomac Ave/
R St

S Leg (S
Capitol St)

EB LT - - - - - 280 76 224 53 124 280 26 47 86 327

EB RT - - - - - 280 5 0 176 271 280 4 17 94 330

NB TH 2915 3084 3183 446 705 1780 2302 2588 265 541 1780 193 387 154 432

W Leg
(Potomac
Ave/R St)

EB TH 410 62 127 455 476 450 106 219 443 457 260 11 42 244 353

SB TH - - - - - 575 5 0 374 666 575 4 46 127 618

SB RT - - - - - 260 22 102 138 333 260 38 197 39 304

N Leg (S
Capitol St)

SB TH 370 314 458 446 462 240 361 380 197 377 240 326 363 305 385

WB LT - - - - - 145 311 329 272 327 145 88 192 65 131

NB TH - - - - - - - - - - 145 78 171 86 136

E Leg
(Potomac

Ave)

NB TH 360 110 202 73 119 400 408 446 139 297 400 290 447 185 395

NB RT - - - - - 400 58 71 33 71 400 266 435 157 397

EB RT - - - - - 750 152 263 296 724 750 247 448 180 278
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TABLE 6-3: SUMMARY OF INTERSECTION APPROACH QUEUES FOR 2040 OPERATION

Intersection
Name

Approach
Direction Movement

Storage
(ft)

AM
Average
Queue

(ft)

AM 95th
Percentile
Queue (ft)

PM
Average
Queue

(ft)

PM 95th
Percentile
Queue (ft)

Storage
(ft)

AM
Average
Queue

(ft)

AM 95th
Percentile
Queue (ft)

PM
Average
Queue

(ft)

PM 95th
Percentile
Queue (ft)

Storage
(ft)

AM
Average
Queue

(ft)

AM 95th
Percentile
Queue (ft)

PM
Average
Queue

(ft)

PM 95th
Percentile

Queue
(ft)

2020 No Build Alternative 2020 FEIS Preferred Alternative 2020 Revised Preferred Alternative

East Oval - S
Capitol St /

Suitland
Pkwky /

Howard Rd

South Leg
(S Capitol

St)

NB TH-RT - - - - - 1400 1361 1713 212 357 1800 169 244 158 247
SB TH-LT 1660 623 1553 133 252 300 375 442 370 441 470 13 44 370 526

SB RT - - - - - - - - - - 470 14 50 347 526

NW Leg
(FD Brdg)

SEB TH - - - - - 2100 447 1257 1609 2171 1770 18 60 946 1827

WB LT - - - - - 460 62 129 68 124 460 27 254 99 364

WB TH - - - - - - - - - - 460 226 488 171 391

E Leg
(Howard

Rd)

NB TH - - - - - - - - - - 290 84 195 95 252

NB RT - - - - - 290 172 251 23 81 290 101 259 111 268

WB RT - - - - - 570 527 667 184 302 570 184 295 127 223

SE Leg
(Suitland)

NB TH - - - - - 650 917 1096 156 356 650 447 691 375 523

NEB TH 1485 1381 1611 72 151 50 251 293 190 278 50 39 68 22 59

Suitland Pkwy/
I-295 SB
Off-ramp

NB RT - - - - - 2300 254 439 374 716 2300 343 585 1813 5295

EB TH-RT - - - - - 680 16 64 297 498 680 31 136 692 872

WB LT - - - - - 280 613 789 67 158 280 145 307 38 111

Suitland Pkwy/
I-295 NB
Ramps

NB
LT - - - - - 1275 1046 3697 299 364 1275 280 453 820 3591

RT1 - - - - - 1275 1050 3701 303 368 1275 286 460 826 3598

RT2 - - - - - 1275 1049 3700 303 367 1275 284 458 824 3596

EB
LT - - - - - 300 10 42 75 193 360 34 81 130 205

TH - - - - - 600 201 522 349 691 600 301 665 541 748

WB
TH - - - - - 200 291 512 602 1356 225 61 156 414 1275

RT - - - - - 200 291 507 597 1351 200 44 136 449 1247

Suitland
Parkway/

Firth Sterling
Ave SE

NEB
LT 330 25 75 62 427 330 102 212 348 425 330 100 222 442 652

TH-RT 330 132 337 373 451 330 96 222 354 433 330 108 234 444 660

SEB
LT 190 49 141 13 49 180 80 143 68 123 180 105 181 59 116

TH 700 99 229 984 1210 180 176 335 241 337 180 234 347 262 346

RT 170 4 27 18 71 180 96 287 197 292 180 191 302 219 302

SWB
LT 400 138 289 464 1125 130 116 268 548 1111 130 73 225 597 1076

TH-RT 400 149 302 476 1138 400 120 268 548 1111 400 82 227 599 1078

NWB
LT 250 28 110 19 66 250 1349 5298 30 84 320 1455 5298 30 81

TH-RT 6280 4871 5313 87 199 1000 3061 5313 265 1060 1000 4398 5313 224 390

Suitland Pkwy/
MLK Jr Ave

NB
LT-TH - - - - - 150 453 506 388 490 360 405 468 360 450

RT - - - - - 350 36 128 117 476 140 166 459 313 445

EB LT - - - - - 225 803 1203 349 887 340 277 908 194 518
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TABLE 6-3: SUMMARY OF INTERSECTION APPROACH QUEUES FOR 2040 OPERATION

Intersection
Name

Approach
Direction Movement

Storage
(ft)

AM
Average
Queue

(ft)

AM 95th
Percentile
Queue (ft)

PM
Average
Queue

(ft)

PM 95th
Percentile
Queue (ft)

Storage
(ft)

AM
Average
Queue

(ft)

AM 95th
Percentile
Queue (ft)

PM
Average
Queue

(ft)

PM 95th
Percentile
Queue (ft)

Storage
(ft)

AM
Average
Queue

(ft)

AM 95th
Percentile
Queue (ft)

PM
Average
Queue

(ft)

PM 95th
Percentile

Queue
(ft)

2020 No Build Alternative 2020 FEIS Preferred Alternative 2020 Revised Preferred Alternative
RT - - - - - 820 798 1198 344 882 820 279 910 196 521

SB
LT-TH - - - - - 200 45 106 138 404 200 75 155 109 252

RT - - - - - 100 21 72 9 45 200 72 155 105 250

WB
LT - - - - - 370 107 228 64 169 770 69 150 31 95

RT - - - - - 770 114 235 68 176 370 72 154 32 99

Suitland Pkwy
/ Stanton Rd

NB
LT 1000 980 1126 1034 1131 1000 850 1126 143 278 1000 990 1126 897 1126

TH-RT 375 949 1121 974 1126 375 769 1121 110 255 375 951 1121 863 1121

EB
LT 220 44 110 13 47 220 34 95 11 43 220 33 93 13 45

TH 5000 29 92 452 989 5000 78 229 3124 5298 5000 112 265 4085 5313

RT 350 9 46 25 103 350 32 141 39 129 350 46 170 46 144

SB
LT 750 514 832 47 252 750 519 832 647 835 750 463 832 44 247

TH-RT 300 558 827 276 544 300 563 827 795 830 300 517 827 219 357

WB
LT 250 13 54 25 68 250 22 68 25 67 250 21 66 24 68

TH 1100 1145 1180 124 281 1100 548 595 112 245 1100 1120 1172 115 259

RT 250 4 21 9 38 250 6 37 13 42 250 9 39 10 39

Note:  Blue shaded cells highlight intersection approaches where queue length extends beyond the storage capacity.
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TABLE 6-4: SUMMARY OF 2040 QUEUING IMPACTS

No Build FEIS Preferred Revised Preferred

AM PM AM PM AM PM
Approaches where Average

Queue Extends beyond
Storage

6 22 36 27 21 23

Approaches where 95th
Percentile Queue Extends

beyond Storage
26 31 56 50 54 67

Total 32 53 92 77 65 90

6.1.3. Arterial Speeds, Volumes, and Demand Served

Table 6-5 summarizes VISSIM results, including average speed, total demand, and percentage of demand served (percentage
from the total demand that actually traverse a particular roadway segment during the simulation period), for the main
arterial corridors within the project area for the 2040 AM peak hour for the No Build, FEIS Preferred, and Revised Preferred
Alternatives. Table 6-6 includes the AM summary by corridor of speed, demand, and demand served. Similarly, Table 6-7
summarizes the same information as in Table 6-5, but for the 2040 PM peak hour. Table 6-8 shows  the  PM  summary  of
speed, demand, and demand served by corridor.

SOUTH CAPITOL STREET CORRIDOR - NORTHBOUND

During the morning peak, results for South Capitol Street Northbound show speeds varying from 5 mph to 38 mph for the
No Build Alternative, 3 mph to 19 mph for the FEIS Preferred Alternative, and 7 mph to 37 mph for the Revised Preferred
Alternative. Based on results shown in Table 6-6, out of the three alternatives, the Revised Preferred Alternative is the one
processing  the  greatest  demand  on  the  corridor  (84  percent  compared  to  68  percent  and  62  percent  that  of  the  FEIS
Preferred and No Build Alternatives, respectively) while performing significantly better than the FEIS Preferred Alternative in
terms of average speed.  Segment performance varies greatly among the alternatives reflecting the respective changes in
geometry, capacity, and trip patterns for each alternative in 2040. Figure 6-2 graphically depicts the evolution of the above
MOEs  along  the  northbound  corridor  in  the  AM.  As  shown  in  Figure  6-2,  in  the  AM  peak,  segments  downstream  of  the
intersection with Suitland Parkway experience the highest volumes and lowest speeds in the corridor. In the PM peak, as
shown in Tables 6-7 and 6-8, all alternatives perform similarly in terms of speed. However, the Revised Preferred Alternative
shows a slight deterioration in speeds compared the other alternatives. This is mostly because of the reduced capacity at the
at-grade intersection of South Capitol Street and M Street in comparison to free-flow conditions in the No Build Alternative
and wider cross section with dual left turns for South Capitol Street in the FEIS Preferred Alternative. Potential mitigations
for this condition are discussed in Section 7.

SOUTH CAPITOL STREET CORRIDOR - SOUTHBOUND

In the afternoon peak (Tables 6-7 and 6-8), results for South Capitol Street Southbound show speeds varying from 4 mph to
39 mph, 2 mph to 39 mph, and 4 mph to 42 mph for the No Build, the FEIS Preferred, and the Revised Preferred Alternatives,
respectively. Most of the congestion and low speeds in the corridor are along segments between the I-395 off-ramps and M
Street and at the intersection with M Street. In all alternatives, the segment between Washington Ave. and I-395 Ramp
Merge shows the lowest average speed. In general the PM southbound condition shows significantly more congestion than
the AM northbound condition. While speed results do not vary significantly among the alternatives, the Revised Preferred
Alternative  performs  better  in  terms  of  demand  served  with  an  average  of  88  percent  demand  served  compared  to  71
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percent  and 67  percent  that  of  the  FEIS  Preferred  and No Build  Alternatives. Figure 6-3 presents volume, demand served,
and average speed along the southbound corridor for the PM peak hour.

SUITLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR – NORTHBOUND

As shown in Tables 6-5 and 6-6, during the morning peak, results for the Suitland Parkway northbound show significant
congestion for No Build Alternative with average speeds around 4 mph and only 45 percent of the demand being served
(basically one out of every two vehicles that intend to use the corridor can actually do it during the peak hour). Both the FEIS
Preferred and the Revised Preferred Alternatives improve the operation. However, the Revised Preferred Alternative while
averaging 13 mph for the corridor is able to process roughly 6,150 more vehicles than the No Build Alternative. Figure 6-4
illustrates the results of volume and speed along the entire corridor for the AM peak hour. During the PM peak (see Tables
6-7 and 6-8), the northbound direction experiences moderate congestion. Both the FEIS Preferred and the Revised Preferred
Alternatives significantly improve the operation in terms of average speed and percent of demand served.

SUITLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR – SOUTHBOUND

As shown in Tables 6-5 and 6-6, during the morning peak, the southbound direction experiences almost no congestion in all
alternatives. For the PM peak hour (see Tables 6-7 and 6-8), results for the Suitland Parkway southbound show no significant
congestion for the No Build Alternative with an average speeds around 31 mph. However, only 64 percent of the demand is
being served. This is a clear indication of upstream congestion metering traffic in this corridor. Both the FEIS Preferred and
the Revised Preferred Alternatives improve over the No Build operation in terms of demand served (by almost doubling the
number of vehicles using the corridor during the peak hour), and as a consequence, speed drops in the corridor for the Build
alternatives. The Revised Preferred Alternative averages 15 mph while the FEIS Preferred Alternative averages 22 mph.
Figure 6-5 illustrates the results of volume and speed along the entire corridor for the PM peak hour.

MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. AVENUE CORRIDOR – NORTHBOUND

As shown in Tables 6-5 and 6-6, during the morning peak, results for the MLK Jr. Avenue northbound show significant
congestion  for  all  alternatives  with  average  speeds  ranging  between  6  to  10  mph. Figure 6-6 illustrates the results of
volume and speed along the entire corridor for the AM peak hour. Conditions are even more congested during the PM peak
(see Tables 6-7 and 6-8). During the afternoon peak, the northbound direction experiences average speeds below 10 mph
for all alternatives. The operation of MLK, Jr. Avenue during the morning peak remains pretty much unchanged from the
existing conditions.

MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. AVENUE CORRIDOR – SOUTHBOUND

As shown in Tables 6-5 and 6-6, during the morning peak, the southbound direction experiences moderate to heavy
congestion similar in all  alternatives.  Average speeds range from 13 to 14 mph. For the PM peak hour (see Tables 6-7 and
6-8), results for the MLK, Jr. Ave. southbound show similar or worse congestion than that of the northbound. All alternatives
perform similarly with average speeds ranging from 9 to 12 mph. The FEIS Preferred Alternative performs the worst in terms
of demand served with only 47 percent of the total demand being able to traverse the corridor during the PM peak. Figure
6-7 illustrates the results of volume and speed along the entire corridor for the PM peak hour.
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TABLE 6-5: 2040 AM ARTERIAL SPEEDS, VOLUMES, AND DEMAND SERVED

ARTERIAL CORRIDOR and SEGMENT
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NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

NORTHBOUND SOUTH CAPITOL ST

NB South Capitol St, South of Malcolm X Ave Interchange 1,080 783 72% 38 1,300 897 69% 11 1,175 1,025 87% 37

NB South Capitol St, Between Malcolm X Ave and Firth Sterling Ave 1,220 991 81% 32 1,440 890 62% 4 1,315 1,232 94% 32

NB South Capitol St, Between Firth Sterling Ave and Suitland Pkwy 1,360 1,064 78% 14 1,650 933 57% 3 1,500 1,326 88% 24

NB South Capitol St, Between Suitland Pkwy and Frederick Douglass Memorial
Bridge

3,920 2,249 57% 5 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

NB South Capitol St, Through East Oval n/a n/a n/a n/a 4,006 2,575 64% 9 3,323 2,720 82% 16

NB South Capitol St, Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge 4,100 2,415 59% 6 4,760 3,295 69% 10 4,200 3,675 88% 20

NB South Capitol St, Through West Oval n/a n/a n/a n/a 4,915 3,300 67% 9 4,340 3,249 75% 14

NB South Capitol St, Between Potomac Ave and M St 3,084 1,864 60% 23 3,724 2,475 66% 8 3,075 2,640 86% 11

NB South Capitol St, Between M St and I-395 Off-Ramp Split 2,420 1,432 59% 14 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

NB South Capitol St, Between M St and I-395 Ramp At-Grade Intersection n/a n/a n/a n/a 2,815 2,168 77% 19 2,868 2,462 86% 13

NB South Capitol St, Between I-395 Off-Ramp Split and Washington Ave 765 422 55% 21 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

NB South Capitol St, Between I-395 Ramp At-Grade Intersection and
Washington Ave

n/a n/a n/a n/a 698 551 79% 13 656 587 89% 7

SOUTHBOUND SOUTH CAPITOL ST

SB South Capitol St, Between Washington Ave and I-395 Ramp Merge 330 302 92% 17 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

SB South Capitol St, Between Washington Ave and I-395 Ramp At-Grade
Intersection

n/a n/a n/a n/a 290 278 96% 10 365 330 90% 6

SB South Capitol St, Between I-395 Ramp Merge and M St 1,970 1,849 94% 24 300 226 75% 2 n/a n/a n/a n/a

SB South Capitol St, Between I-395 Ramp At-Grade Intersection and M St n/a n/a n/a n/a 2,268 1,715 76% 4 2,008 1,901 95% 12

SB South Capitol St, Between M St and Potomac Ave 1,995 1,768 89% 13 2,263 1,925 85% 15 2,259 2,151 95% 14

SB South Capitol St, Through West Oval n/a n/a n/a n/a 2,813 2,102 75% 22 2,531 2,175 86% 23

SB South Capitol St, Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge 2,120 1,842 87% 32 2,340 1,993 85% 14 2,320 2,180 94% 22

SB South Capitol St, Through East Oval n/a n/a n/a n/a 2,470 1,966 80% 5 2,393 2,111 88% 22

SB South Capitol St, Between Suitland Pkwy and Firth Sterling Ave 790 673 85% 18 940 743 79% 10 895 773 86% 24

SB South Capitol St, Between Firth Sterling Ave and I-295 Ramp Merge 540 474 88% 39 470 396 84% 39 445 408 92% 39

SB South Capitol St, Between I-295 Ramp Merge and Malcolm X Ave Off-Ramp 1,430 1,321 92% 39 1,330 1,093 82% 45 1,335 1,272 95% 45

SB South Capitol St, Between Malcolm X Ave Interchange Ramps 730 655 90% 40 630 515 82% 45 635 601 95% 45

SB South Capitol St, South of Malcolm X Ave Interchange 800 717 90% 40 700 573 82% 44 705 663 94% 44
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TABLE 6-5: 2040 AM ARTERIAL SPEEDS, VOLUMES, AND DEMAND SERVED

ARTERIAL CORRIDOR and SEGMENT
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NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

NORTHBOUND SUITLAND PARKWAY

NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Stanton Rd SE Intersection and Sheridan Rd SE
Off-Ramp

2,950 1,382 47% 5 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Sheridan Rd SE Off-Ramp and Firth Sterling Ave SE 2,600 1,059 41% 3 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Firth Sterling Ave SE and South Capitol St 2,528 1,180 47% 3 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Stanton Rd SE and Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE
Off-Ramp

n/a n/a n/a n/a 3,120 2,527 81% 21 3,000 2,427 81% 14

NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE Off- and On-Ramps n/a n/a n/a n/a 2,975 2,315 78% 17 2,905 2,257 78% 10

NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE On-Ramp and Firth
Sterling Ave SE

n/a n/a n/a n/a 3,840 2,911 76% 10 3,805 2,910 76% 6

NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Firth Sterling Ave SE and East Oval n/a n/a n/a n/a 3,198 2,387 75% 10 2,770 2,204 80% 20

SOUTHBOUND SUITLAND PARKWAY

SB Suitland Pkwy, Between South Capitol St and Firth Sterling Ave SE 1,303 1,122 86% 29 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

SB Suitland Pkwy, Between Firth Sterling Ave SE and Stanton Rd SE On-Ramp 690 632 92% 41 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

SB Suitland Pkwy, Between Stanton Rd SE On-Ramp and Stanton Rd SE
Intersection

770 699 91% 43 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

SB Suitland Pkwy, Between East Oval and Firth Sterling Ave SE n/a n/a n/a n/a 1,886 1,368 73% 17 1,838 1,508 82% 15

SB Suitland Pkwy, Between Firth Sterling Ave SE and Martin Luther King, Jr.
Ave SE Off-Ramp

n/a n/a n/a n/a 1,660 1,244 75% 14 1,625 1,451 89% 30

SB Suitland Pkwy, Between Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE Off- and On-Ramps n/a n/a n/a n/a 740 574 78% 44 690 629 91% 44

SB Suitland Pkwy, Between Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE On-Ramp and
Stanton Rd SE Intersection

n/a n/a n/a n/a 850 656 77% 41 800 732 91% 41

NORTHBOUND MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. AVE SE

NB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between St. Elizabeths Campus and Sumner
Rd SE

1,140 988 87% 5 1,340 1,047 78% 4 1,240 1,203 97% 11

NB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Sumner Rd SE and Suitland Pkwy
Overpass (Interchange)

980 811 83% 4 895 704 79% 7 1,175 1,046 89% 4

NB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Suitland Pkwy Overpass
(Interchange) and Howard Rd SE

980 783 80% 3 650 465 72% 9 450 421 93% 8

NB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Howard Rd SE and Talbert St SE 600 522 87% 12 690 511 74% 11 545 519 95% 12

NB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Talbert St SE and W St SE 536 501 93% 13 686 491 72% 7 529 495 93% 14

NB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between W St SE and Good Hope Rd SE 353 325 92% 8 463 300 65% 1 308 304 98% 6

NB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Good Hope Rd SE and Local 11th
St Bridge

1,873 1,448 77% 10 2,005 1,140 57% 4 1,856 1,606 86% 13

SOUTHBOUND MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. AVE SE
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TABLE 6-5: 2040 AM ARTERIAL SPEEDS, VOLUMES, AND DEMAND SERVED

ARTERIAL CORRIDOR and SEGMENT
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NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
SB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Local 11th St Bridge and Good
Hope Rd SE

340 317 93% 13 335 257 77% 9 330 314 95% 12

SB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Good Hope Rd SE and W St SE 380 308 81% 14 455 297 65% 16 378 327 87% 13

SB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between W St SE and Talbert St SE 408 406 100% 11 525 380 72% 13 457 427 94% 13

SB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Talbert St SE and Howard Rd SE 530 453 85% 3 590 436 74% 12 525 473 90% 6

SB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Howard Rd SE and Suitland Pkwy
Overpass (Interchange)

760 642 84% 22 875 282 32% 14 275 276 100% 10

SB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Suitland Pkwy Overpass
(Interchange) and Sumner Rd SE

760 691 91% 11 1,120 873 78% 14 1,045 669 64% 13

SB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Sumner Rd SE and St. Elizabeths
Campus

880 815 93% 20 1,160 925 80% 21 1,075 970 90% 20

TABLE 6-6: SUMMARY OF 2040 AM ARTERIAL OPERATION
NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Arterial Corridor and Segment Demand
VISSIM

Simulated
Volume

Percent
of

Demand
Served

Average
Speed
(mph)

Demand
VISSIM

Simulated
Volume

Percent
of

Demand
Served

Average
Speed
(mph)

Demand
VISSIM

Simulated
Volume

Percent
of

Demand
Served

Average
Speed
(mph)

Northbound South Capitol St - Segments Combined 17,949 11,218 62% 19 25,308 17,084 68% 9 22,452 18,916 84% 19

Southbound South Capitol St - Segments Combined 10,705 9,600 90% 29 16,813 13,526 80% 21 15,891 14,567 92% 27

Northbound Suitland Pkwy - Segments Combined 8,078 3,622 45% 4 13,133 10,140 77% 14 12,480 9,797 79% 13

Southbound Suitland Pkwy - Segments Combined 2,763 2,453 89% 38 5,136 3,842 75% 29 4,953 4,320 87% 33

Northbound Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave - Segments
Combined

6,462 5,377 83% 8 6,729 4,658 69% 6 6,104 5,592 92% 10

Southbound Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave - Segments
Combined

4,058 3,632 89% 13 5,060 3,450 68% 14 4,084 3,456 85% 13
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TABLE 6-7: 2040 PM ARTERIAL SPEEDS, VOLUMES, AND DEMAND SERVED
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NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

NORTHBOUND SOUTH CAPITOL ST

NB South Capitol St, South of Malcolm X Ave Interchange 290 259 89% 38 290 269 93% 38 300 279 93% 38
NB South Capitol St, Between Malcolm X Ave and Firth Sterling
Ave 370 369 100% 35 380 390 103% 35 380 380 100% 36
NB South Capitol St, Between Firth Sterling Ave and Suitland
Pkwy 813 680 84% 26 810 716 88% 14 810 747 92% 23
NB South Capitol St, Between Suitland Pkwy and Frederick
Douglass Memorial Bridge 1,910 1,614 85% 34 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

NB South Capitol St, Through East Oval n/a n/a n/a n/a 2,586 1,947 75% 21 1,816 1,496 82% 17

NB South Capitol St, Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge 2,250 1,894 84% 20 2,290 2,033 89% 27 2,420 2,175 90% 19

NB South Capitol St, Through West Oval n/a n/a n/a n/a 2,740 2,248 82% 10 2,670 2,124 80% 15

NB South Capitol St, Between Potomac Ave and M St 2,000 1,632 82% 32 1,880 1,515 81% 16 1,890 1,721 91% 9

NB South Capitol St, Between M St and I-395 Off-Ramp Split 1,620 1,378 85% 25 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
NB South Capitol St, Between M St and I-395 Ramp At-Grade
Intersection n/a n/a n/a n/a 1,480 1,325 90% 24 1,656 1,406 85% 14
NB South Capitol St, Between I-395 Off-Ramp Split and
Washington Ave 523 434 83% 13 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
NB South Capitol St, Between I-395 Ramp At-Grade Intersection
and Washington Ave n/a n/a n/a n/a 240 321 134% 11 368 341 93% 6

SOUTHBOUND SOUTH CAPITOL ST

SB South Capitol St, Between Washington Ave and I-395 Ramp
Merge 995 913 92% 9 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
SB South Capitol St, Between Washington Ave and I-395 Ramp
At-Grade Intersection n/a n/a n/a n/a 1,227 698 57% 2 880 843 96% 4

SB South Capitol St, Between I-395 Ramp Merge and M St 2,340 1,416 61% 4 1,740 944 54% 2 n/a n/a n/a n/a
SB South Capitol St, Between I-395 Ramp At-Grade Intersection
and M St n/a n/a n/a n/a 2,990 1,951 65% 5 2,371 2,098 88% 6

SB South Capitol St, Between M St and Potomac Ave 2,593 1,561 60% 5 2,998 2,187 73% 20 2,823 2,574 91% 12

SB South Capitol St, Through West Oval n/a n/a n/a n/a 4,633 3,111 67% 15 3,860 3,207 83% 18

SB South Capitol St, Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge 3,690 2,161 59% 32 4,810 3,591 75% 13 4,300 3,956 92% 16

SB South Capitol St, Through East Oval n/a n/a n/a n/a 4,925 3,560 72% 10 4,373 3,791 87% 13
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TABLE 6-7: 2040 PM ARTERIAL SPEEDS, VOLUMES, AND DEMAND SERVED
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NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

SB South Capitol St, Between Suitland Pkwy and Firth Sterling
Ave 1,200 689 57% 16 1,760 1,294 74% 15 1,590 1,418 89% 16
SB South Capitol St, Between Firth Sterling Ave and I-295 Ramp
Merge 1,370 947 69% 38 1,680 1,313 78% 37 1,500 1,404 94% 37
SB South Capitol St, Between I-295 Ramp Merge and Malcolm X
Ave Off-Ramp 3,440 2,458 71% 38 3,820 2,830 74% 38 3,570 3,100 87% 42

SB South Capitol St, Between Malcolm X Ave Interchange Ramps 2,760 1,950 71% 39 3,130 2,310 74% 39 2,890 2,498 86% 42

SB South Capitol St, South of Malcolm X Ave Interchange 3,340 2,508 75% 39 3,710 2,864 77% 38 3,470 3,041 88% 41

NORTHBOUND SUITLAND PARKWAY

NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Stanton Rd SE Intersection and
Sheridan Rd SE Off-Ramp 1,170 1,070 91% 24 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Sheridan Rd SE Off-Ramp and Firth
Sterling Ave SE 938 641 68% 5 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Firth Sterling Ave SE and South
Capitol St 933 816 87% 30 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Stanton Rd SE and Martin Luther
King, Jr. Ave SE Off-Ramp n/a n/a n/a n/a 1,070 1,022 96% 33 1,090 1,033 95% 44
NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE Off-
and On-Ramps n/a n/a n/a n/a 1,020 943 92% 24 1,050 976 93% 42
NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE
On-Ramp and Firth Sterling Ave SE n/a n/a n/a n/a 1,630 1,391 85% 11 1,620 1,495 92% 7

NB Suitland Pkwy, Between Firth Sterling Ave SE and East Oval n/a n/a n/a n/a 1,463 1,193 82% 22 1,403 1,194 85% 21
SOUTHBOUND SUITLAND PARKWAY
SB Suitland Pkwy, Between South Capitol St and Firth Sterling
Ave SE 2,562 1,529 60% 14 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
SB Suitland Pkwy, Between Firth Sterling Ave SE and Stanton Rd
SE On-Ramp 2,760 1,782 65% 40 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
SB Suitland Pkwy, Between Stanton Rd SE On-Ramp and Stanton
Rd SE Intersection 2,930 1,939 66% 39 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

SB Suitland Pkwy, Between East Oval and Firth Sterling Ave SE n/a n/a n/a n/a 3,518 2,338 66% 12 3,227 2,526 78% 9
SB Suitland Pkwy, Between Firth Sterling Ave SE and Martin
Luther King, Jr. Ave SE Off-Ramp n/a n/a n/a n/a 3,550 2,540 72% 24 3,410 2,914 85% 20
SB Suitland Pkwy, Between Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE Off-
and On-Ramps n/a n/a n/a n/a 2,760 2,028 73% 32 2,680 2,275 85% 18
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TABLE 6-7: 2040 PM ARTERIAL SPEEDS, VOLUMES, AND DEMAND SERVED
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NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

SB Suitland Pkwy, Between Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE
On-Ramp and Stanton Rd SE Intersection n/a n/a n/a n/a 3,160 2,301 73% 19 2,960 2,480 84% 14
NORTHBOUND MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. AVE SE
NB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between St. Elizabeths
Campus and Sumner Rd SE 1,100 968 88% 4 1,220 1,120 92% 12 1,220 1,204 99% 13
NB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Sumner Rd SE and
Suitland Pkwy Overpass (Interchange) 840 708 84% 3 890 786 88% 6 1,120 1,051 94% 5
NB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Suitland Pkwy
Overpass (Interchange) and Howard Rd SE 840 679 81% 3 475 382 80% 5 479 451 94% 8
NB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Howard Rd SE and
Talbert St SE 630 540 86% 10 680 514 76% 3 600 562 94% 6
NB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Talbert St SE and W
St SE 337 332 98% 12 427 287 67% 1 330 325 99% 3
NB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between W St SE and Good
Hope Rd SE 340 301 89% 4 540 239 44% 1 470 298 63% 1
NB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Good Hope Rd SE
and Local 11th St Bridge 848 688 81% 18 810 468 58% 12 975 765 78% 15
SOUTHBOUND MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. AVE SE
SB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Local 11th St Bridge
and Good Hope Rd SE 2,038 1,264 62% 7 2,755 1,169 42% 4 1,930 1,349 70% 8
SB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Good Hope Rd SE and
W St SE 1,260 855 68% 11 1,815 801 44% 5 1,130 847 75% 12
SB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between W St SE and Talbert St
SE 1,165 887 76% 7 1,687 694 41% 6 1,005 826 82% 14
SB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Talbert St SE and
Howard Rd SE 1,300 890 68% 3 1,520 636 42% 5 1,040 766 74% 6
SB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Howard Rd SE and
Suitland Pkwy Overpass (Interchange) 1,160 798 69% 21 1,555 537 35% 11 640 501 78% 8
SB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Suitland Pkwy
Overpass (Interchange) and Sumner Rd SE 1,160 846 73% 10 1,630 1,029 63% 11 1,250 829 66% 15
SB Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE, Between Sumner Rd SE and St.
Elizabeths Campus 1,140 873 77% 19 1,640 1,074 66% 18 1,260 1,077 85% 19
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TABLE 6-8: SUMMARY OF 2040 PM ARTERIAL OPERATION
NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Arterial Corridor and Segment Demand
VISSIM

Simulated
Volume

Percent
of

Demand
Served

Average
Speed
(mph)

Demand
VISSIM

Simulated
Volume

Percent
of

Demand
Served

Average
Speed
(mph)

Demand
VISSIM

Simulated
Volume

Percent of
Demand
Served

Average
Speed (mph)

Northbound SOUTH CAPITOL ST - Segments Combined 9,776 8,261 85% 28 12,696 10,764 85% 22 12,309 10,672 87% 20

Southbound SOUTH CAPITOL ST - Segments Combined 21,728 14,604 67% 24 37,422 26,654 71% 19 31,627 27,929 88% 22

Northbound SUITLAND PKWY - Segments Combined 3,041 2,528 83% 19 5,183 4,549 88% 23 5,163 4,698 91% 28

Southbound SUITLAND PKWY - Segments Combined 8,252 5,251 64% 31 12,988 9,207 71% 22 12,277 10,195 83% 15

Northbound MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. AVE - Segments
Combined

4,935 4,216 85% 8 5,042 3,795 75% 6 5,194 4,655 90% 7

Southbound MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. AVE - Segments
Combined

9,223 6,413 70% 11 12,602 5,941 47% 9 8,255 6,195 75% 12
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FIGURE 6-2: 2040 AM – SOUTH CAPITOL STREET CORRIDOR – NORTHBOUND TRAFFIC OPERATION RESULTS
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FIGURE 6-3: 2040 PM – SOUTH CAPITOL STREET CORRIDOR – SOUTHBOUND TRAFFIC OPERATION RESULTS
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FIGURE 6-4: 2040 AM – SUITLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR – NORTHBOUND TRAFFIC OPERATION RESULTS
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FIGURE 6-5: 2040 PM – SUITLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR – SOUTHBOUND TRAFFIC OPERATION RESULTS
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FIGURE 6-6: 2040 AM – MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. AVENUE CORRIDOR – NORTHBOUND TRAFFIC OPERATION RESULTS
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FIGURE 6-7: 2040 PM – MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. AVENUE CORRIDOR – SOUTHBOUND TRAFFIC OPERATION RESULTS
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6.2. 2040 FREEWAY TRAFFIC OPERATIONS

Freeway operations for 2040, the design year, were evaluated in all alternatives for I-295 and I-395/I-695. Both the AM and
PM peak hours were analyzed. Several MOEs were used to evaluate the operation for freeway segments including speed,
density, LOS based on simulation density (veh/mi/ln), and percent of demand served.

MOEs were evaluated for inbound and outbound freeway travel routes within the study area. The results of the analysis are
reported in the following sections. A summary of the freeway traffic operational analysis results is presented in Table 6-9 for
the AM peak and Table 6-10 for the PM peak. In addition, Table 6-11 and Table 6-12 consolidate the operational results for
each corridor in the AM and PM peak respectively.

I-295 (ANACOSTIA FREEWAY) - NORTHBOUND

Future year traffic operations along I-295 (Northbound and Southbound) (see Tables 6-9 and 6-11) for 2040 AM peak hour,
shows significant improvements in the Revised Preferred Alternative compared to the No Build and the FEIS Preferred
Alternatives. Overall, for the Revised Preferred Alternative, average speed increases in more than 10 mph when compared
with the No Build and FEIS Preferred Alternatives. Similarly, for the Revised Preferred Alternative, average density decreases
from 57 veh/mi/ln in the No Build and 34 veh/mi/ln in FEIS Preferred Alternatives to 30 veh/mi/ln, which translates into a
combined LOS D for the overall corridor. Figure 6-8 depicts 2040 AM volumes, speeds, and densities along the corridor.  In
the PM peak (see Tables 6-10 and 6-12), the northbound direction experiences no congestion with free flow operation for all
alternatives.

I-295 (ANACOSTIA FREEWAY) - SOUTHBOUND

The  I-295  southbound  operation  in  the  AM  peak  (see  Tables  6-9  and  6-11)  shows  no  signs  of  congestion  in  any  of  the
segments for all alternatives with LOS C or better along the corridor. The Revised Preferred Alternative slightly improves the
operation  when  compared  to  both  the  No  Build  and  the  FEIS  Preferred  Alternatives.  In  the  afternoon  peak,  the  Revised
Preferred Alternative shows significant deterioration of the operation when compared with the No Build and the FEIS
Preferred  Alternatives.  The  Revised  Preferred  Alternative  shows  most  segments  operating  at  LOS  F  and  average  speed
decreasing to 24 mph from 35 mph and 42 mph in the No Build and FEIS Preferred Alternatives, respectively. Several reasons
contribute to the degradation in LOS, the main reason being the increase in traffic demand on the corridor when compared
to the other alternatives. The Revised Preferred Alternative is expected to attract almost 15 percent more demand than that
of the No Build and the FEIS Preferred Alternative. The increase in demand for I-295 is in line with the purpose and need
established for the South Capitol Street corridor improvements. The proposed changes are aimed to transform what today is
a freeway corridor to an urban boulevard with increased accessibility but reduced mobility. As a consequence, commuter
traffic is  discouraged from using the corridor opting to remain on freeways thus increasing the demand on those facilities.
The 2040 PM traffic operations along I-295 southbound is also depicted in Figure 6-9.

I-395 / I-695 (SE / SW FREEWAY)

The 2040 traffic operations along I-395/I-695 is presented in Tables 6-9 and 6-11 for the AM peak hour and in Tables 6-10
and  6-12  for  the  PM  peak  hour.  The  tables  can  be  used  to  compare  the  operational  impacts  of  the  No  Build,  the  FEIS
Preferred, and the Revised Preferred Alternatives.

I-395 / I-695 (SE / SW FREEWAY) – EASTBOUND

For the eastbound direction and for the AM peak (see Table 6-9), the Revised Preferred Alternative operates almost
identically  to  the  No Build  Alternative.  Except  for  segments  between Maine  Avenue SW on-ramp and 9th  Street  on-ramp,
which operate at LOS E, the rest of the corridor operates at LOS D or better.  In addition, the Revised Preferred Alternative
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significantly improves over the operation of the FEIS Preferred Alternative. Figure 6-10 depicts  The  2040  AM  traffic
operations along the eastbound direction of the I-395 / I-695 corridor.

In  the  PM  peak  (see  Tables  6-10  and  6-12),  traffic  operation  along  I-395  is  heavily  congested.  This  is  true  in  existing
conditions, and it is expected to remain heavily congested in future conditions as well. Most segments operate at LOS E or F
and under oversaturated conditions. While all alternatives show severe congestion along the corridor in the eastbound
direction, most segments of the Revised Preferred Alternative show a decrease in density. It is also important to note that
the Revised Preferred Alternative carries significantly more volume than the other two alternatives. In fact, the Revised
Preferred Alternative carries in average roughly 28 percent more traffic than the No Build Alternative. Based on these
results, the Revised Preferred Alternative improves performance in comparison with the FEIS Preferred and the No Build
Alternatives. Figure 6-11 depicts The 2040 PM traffic operations along the eastbound direction of the I-395/I-695 SE/SW
Freeway corridor.

I-395 / I-695 (SE / SW FREEWAY) – WESTBOUND

In the AM, traffic operation along I-395/I-695 is adequate for most segments. With the exception of the segment between
Virginia Avenue SE on-ramp and 3rd Street Tunnel off-ramp, which on the Revised Preferred Alternative operates at LOS E,
all other segments operate at LOS D or better with average speeds ranging from 35 to 48 mph for both the No Build and the
Revised Preferred Alternatives. The segment between Virginia Avenue SE on-ramp and 3rd Street Tunnel off-ramp carries
significant more volume than the others (roughly 25 percent more volume than the No Build and FEIS Preferred
Alternatives),  which would explain the drop in average speed to 24 mph and the degradation of LOS to E.  Overall,  the FEIS
Preferred  Alternative  performs slightly  worse  than  the  other  two (higher  densities  for  most  segments  compare  to  the  No
Build and the Revised Preferred Alternatives), however no significant congestion is observed in this alternative for this
corridor.

In the afternoon peak, conditions are very similar in all alternatives with adequate operation along the corridor. The Revised
Preferred Alternative performs better than the No Build and the FEIS Preferred Alternatives with an LOS C compared to LOS
D in the No Build and FEIS Preferred Alternatives. Figure 6-12 depicts The 2040 PM traffic operations along the westbound
direction of the I-395 / I-695 (SE/SW Freeway) corridor.
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TABLE 6-9: 2040 AM PEAK VOLUMES, DEMAND SERVED, DENSITY, AND SPEED FOR FREEWAY OPERATION
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NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
NORTHBOUND I-295 / DC 295 (ANACOSTIA FREEWAY)
I-295 N, South of Malcolm X Ave SE Interchange Basic 2 4,730 3,337 71% 17 95.8 F 2 4,332 3,274 76% 34 48.3 F 2 4,735 4,413 93% 48 46.0 F
I-295 N, Malcolm X Ave SE On-Ramp Merge Area Merge 3 5,120 3,625 71% 12 98.7 F 3 5,780 4,405 76% 34 43.0 E 3 5,120 4,782 93% 49 32.8 D

I-295 N, Between Malcolm X Ave SE and Suitland Pkwy Basic 3 5,120 3,562 70% 11
105.

7 F 3 5,780 4,378 76% 31 47.4 F 3 5,120 4,790 94% 49 32.8 D

I-295 N, Suitland Pkwy Off-Ramp Diverge Area Diverge 3 5,120 3,333 65% 10
106.

6 F 3 5,780 4,309 75% 24 60.1 F 3 5,120 4,762 93% 49 32.6 D
I-295 N, Between Suitland Pkwy Loop Ramps Basic 3 5,328 3,555 67% 24 48.9 F 3 4,790 3,531 74% 29 39.9 E 3 4,205 3,936 94% 48 27.1 D
I-295 N, Between Suitland Pkwy/Howard Rd SE and 11th
St Bridge Ramps Weave 4 6,510 4,404 68% 28 38.7 E 4 6,510 4,761 73% 23 51.0 F 4 6,145 5,550 90% 45 31.0 D
DC  295  N,  Between  11th  St  Bridge  Off-Ramp and Martin
Luther King, Jr. Ave SE Off-Ramp Diverge 3 3,300 2,226 67% 31 23.9 C 3 1,630 1,169 72% 38 10.2 A 3 3,025 2,687 89% 28 32.0 D
DC 295 N, Between Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave  SE  Off-
and On-Ramps Basic 2 2,330 1,596 68% 49 16.2 B 2 1,250 933 75% 50 9.4 A 2 2,090 1,861 89% 49 18.9 C
DC 295 N, Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE On-Ramp Merge
Area Merge 2 2,850 1,957 69% 48 20.2 C 2 1,470 1,029 70% 49 10.4 A 2 2,615 2,264 87% 48 23.5 C
DC 295 N, Between 11th St Bridge On-Ramp and
Pennsylvania Ave SE Off-Ramp Weave 4 4,680 3,753 80% 49 19.1 C 4 3,480 2,836 81% 49 14.4 B 4 4,605 4,225 92% 49 21.7 C
SOUTHBOUND DC 295 / I-295 (ANACOSTIA FREEWAY)

DC  295  S,  Between  Pennsylvania  Ave  SE  On-Ramp and
11th St Bridge Off-Ramp Weave 4 4,700 4,658 99% 47 24.8 C 4 5060 4,106 81% 43 23.7 C 4 4,700 4,711 100% 48 24.6 C
DC 295 S, Between 11th St Bridge Off-Ramp and Martin
Luther King, Jr. Ave SE On-Ramp Basic 2 1,790 1,775 99% 49 18.0 C 2 1690 1,333 79% 47 14.3 B 2 1,590 1,583 100% 49 16.1 B
I-295 S, Between 11th St Bridge On-Ramp and Suitland
Pkwy Off-Ramp Weave 4 3,710 3,215 87% 49 16.5 B 4 4030 3,264 81% 31 25.9 C 4 3,275 3,158 96% 48 16.6 B
I-295 S, Between Suitland Pkwy Off- and On-Ramps Basic 4 2,497 2,397 96% 49 12.2 B 3 2920 2,366 81% 49 16.0 B 3 2,225 2,161 97% 49 14.6 B
I-295 S, Suitland Parkway On-Ramp Merge Area Merge 3 2,500 2,342 94% 49 15.9 B 3 3370 2,707 80% 49 18.4 C 3 2,675 2,566 96% 49 17.5 B
I-295 S, Between Suitland Pkwy and South Capitol St
Off-Ramp Basic 3 2,500 2,378 95% 49 16.1 B 3 3370 2,746 81% 49 18.8 C 3 2,675 2,577 96% 49 17.5 B
I-295 S, South Capitol Street Off-Ramp Diverge Area Diverge 3 2,500 2,371 95% 49 16.0 B 3 3370 2,740 81% 49 18.6 C 3 2,675 2,571 96% 49 17.4 B
I-295 S, Malcolm X Ave SE Off-Ramp Diverge Area Diverge 3 1,610 1,508 94% 49 10.2 A 3 2315 1,889 82% 49 12.8 B 3 1,785 1,686 94% 49 11.4 B
I-295 S, Malcolm X Ave SE Off-Ramp Basic Area Basic 2 1,220 1,174 96% 49 11.9 B 2 2315 1,889 82% 49 19.2 C 2 1,400 1,344 96% 49 13.6 B
EASTBOUND I-395 / I-695 (SE/SW FREEWAY) & SOUTHBOUND I-295 (11th ST BRIDGE)
I-395 N, Maine Ave SW On-Ramp Merge Area Merge 4 6,490 5,882 91% 29 50.3 F 4 7340 6,002 82% 27 55.6 F 4 6,490 5,885 91% 35 41.8 E
I-395 N, 9th St Expy On-Ramp Merge Area Merge 4 6,990 6,212 89% 40 38.9 E 4 7920 6,392 81% 33 48.8 F 4 6,990 6,216 89% 44 35.4 E
I-395 N, Between 7th St SW On-Ramp and 3rd St Tunnel
Off-Ramp Weave 5 7,250 6,707 93% 45 29.9 D 5 8180 6,898 84% 33 41.5 E 5 7,250 6,711 93% 46 29.0 D
I-695 E, South Capitol St SE Off-Ramp Diverge Area Diverge 3 4,390 4,095 93% 48 28.5 D 3 5280 4,421 84% 34 43.5 E 3 4,390 4,136 94% 48 28.9 D
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TABLE 6-9: 2040 AM PEAK VOLUMES, DEMAND SERVED, DENSITY, AND SPEED FOR FREEWAY OPERATION

FREEWAY CORRIDOR and SEGMENT
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NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
I-695 E, Between South Capitol St SE Off-Ramp and 3rd St
Tunnel On-Ramp Basic 3 3,450 3,228 94% 49 22.0 C 3 4120 3,645 88% 38 32.1 D 3 3,415 3,197 94% 49 21.8 C
I-695  E,  Between  3rd  St  Tunnel  On-Ramp  and  6th  St  SE
Off-Ramp Weave 4 4,510 4,288 95% 49 21.8 C 4 5790 5,311 92% 38 35.4 E 4 4,475 4,262 95% 49 21.7 C
I-695 E, 11th St Bridge Off-Ramp Diverge Area Diverge 4 4,140 3,933 95% 49 20.0 C 4 5180 4,745 92% 24 48.5 F 4 4,100 3,904 95% 49 19.8 C
I-295 S, Between Southeast Fwy Split and 9th St SE
On-Ramp Basic 3 2,870 2,723 95% 49 18.4 C 3 3270 2,986 91% 40 24.7 C 3 2,830 2,655 94% 49 18.0 B
I-295 S, 9th St SE On-Ramp Merge Area Merge 3 3,020 2,784 92% 48 19.2 C 3 3440 2,978 87% 39 25.3 C 3 2,980 2,793 94% 48 19.5 C
I-295 S, Between M St SE On-Ramp and DC 295 Off-Ramp Weave 4 3,560 3,316 93% 49 17.0 B 4 4100 3,560 87% 34 25.9 C 4 3,520 3,327 95% 48 17.3 B
I-295 S, Between DC 295 Off- and On-Ramps Basic 2 1,730 1,580 91% 49 16.0 B 2 2090 1,790 86% 34 26.4 D 2 1,530 1,431 94% 49 14.5 B
NORTHBOUND I-295 (11th ST BRIDGE) & WESTBOUND I-695 / I-395 (SE/SW FREEWAY)
I-295 N, Between DC 295 Off- and On-Ramps Basic 2 3,200 2,148 67% 49 22.1 C 2 4880 3,512 72% 39 45.6 F 2 3,120 2,593 83% 49 26.6 D
I-295 N, Between DC 295 On-Ramp and M St SE Off-Ramp Weave 4 5,680 4,607 81% 48 24.0 C 4 7950 6,106 77% 29 52.4 F 4 5,700 5,386 94% 48 27.9 D
I-295 N, I St SE Off-Ramp Diverge Area Diverge 3 4,680 3,731 80% 49 25.5 C 3 5420 4,180 77% 34 41.5 E 3 4,700 4,411 94% 49 30.2 D
I-295  N,  Between  I  St  SE  Off-Ramp and Southeast Blvd
On-Ramp Basic 3 4,560 3,617 79% 49 24.8 C 3 4330 3,329 77% 33 34.0 D 3 4,575 4,343 95% 46 31.2 D
I-695 W, Southeast Blvd On-Ramp Merge Area Merge 5 6,575 4,716 72% 48 19.8 C 5 7200 4,368 61% 32 27.2 D 5 6,595 5,304 80% 40 23.5 C
I-695  W,  Between  Virginia  Ave  SE  On-Ramp and 3rd St
Tunnel Off-Ramp Weave 5 7,030 4,892 70% 48 20.6 C 5 7660 4,636 61% 32 29.2 D 5 7,050 5,432 77% 47 23.0 C
I-695 W, Between 3rd St Tunnel Off-Ramp and South
Capitol St On-Ramp Basic 4 4,880 4,203 86% 49 21.6 C 4 4960 3,507 71% 39 22.5 C 3 4,800 4,593 96% 48 31.7 D
I-695 W, South Capitol St On-Ramp Merge Area Merge 4 6,040 4,789 79% 41 29.2 D 4 5680 4,027 71% 37 26.9 D 4 5,980 5,617 94% 49 28.9 D
I-395 S, Between 3rd St Tunnel On-Ramp and 6th/7th St
SW Off-Ramp Weave 6 8,090 6,890 85% 48 23.9 C 6 7180 5,604 78% 39 24.2 C 6 8,030 7,686 96% 48 26.7 D
I-395  S,  Maine  Ave  SW/12th  St  Expy  Off-Ramp Diverge
Area Diverge 5 7,310 6,192 85% 48 25.7 C 5 6370 4,937 77% 39 25.4 C 5 7,225 6,870 95% 48 28.6 D



South Capitol Street

Transportation Technical Report

South Capitol Street 6-29

2040 TRAFFIC OPERATION ANALYSIS RESULTS

TABLE 6-10: 2040 PM PEAK VOLUMES, DEMAND SERVED, DENSITY, AND SPEED FOR FREEWAY OPERATION

FREEWAY CORRIDOR and SEGMENT
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NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
NORTHBOUND I-295 / DC 295 (ANACOSTIA FREEWAY)
I-295 N, South of Malcolm X Ave SE Interchange Basic 2 2,240 2,225 99% 49 22.7 C 2 3,950 3,953 100% 47 41.8 E 2 2,360 2,362 100% 49 24.2 C
I-295 N, Malcolm X Ave SE On-Ramp Merge Area Merge 3 3,060 2,962 97% 49 20.2 C 3 4,800 4,733 99% 46 34.0 D 3 3,200 3,164 99% 46 22.8 C
I-295 N, Between Malcolm X Ave SE and Suitland
Pkwy Basic 3 3,060 2,973 97% 49 20.2 C 3 4,800 4,718 98% 45 34.6 D 3 3,200 3,154 99% 44 24.0 C
I-295 N, Suitland Pkwy Off-Ramp Diverge Area Diverge 3 3,060 2,894 95% 47 20.5 C 3 4,800 4,681 98% 43 36.7 E 3 3,200 3,105 97% 34 30.3 D
I-295 N, Between Suitland Pkwy Loop Ramps Basic 3 3,100 2,895 93% 44 22.0 C 3 3,970 3,863 97% 45 28.3 D 3 2,330 2,273 98% 49 15.5 B
I-295 N, Between Suitland Pkwy/Howard Rd SE and
11th St Bridge Ramps Weave 4 4,300 3,780 88% 19 49.1 F 4 5,920 5,365 91% 38 35.1 E 4 4,260 4,011 94% 36 27.9 D
DC 295 N, Between 11th St Bridge Off-Ramp and
Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE Off-Ramp Diverge 3 2,580 2,224 86% 13 55.7 F 3 2,350 2,078 88% 48 14.4 B 3 2,540 2,332 92% 15 51.4 F
DC 295 N, Between Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE
Off- and On-Ramps Basic 2 1,630 1,433 88% 49 14.5 B 2 2,170 1,976 91% 49 20.0 C 2 1,620 1,519 94% 49 15.4 B
DC 295 N, Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE On-Ramp
Merge Area Merge 2 2,090 1,717 82% 49 17.5 B 2 2,640 2,150 81% 49 22.1 C 2 2,100 1,810 86% 49 18.5 C
DC 295 N, Between 11th St Bridge On-Ramp and
Pennsylvania Ave SE Off-Ramp Weave 4 4,920 3,966 81% 49 20.2 C 4 6,410 4,518 70% 49 23.2 C 4 4,980 4,532 91% 49 23.2 C
SOUTHBOUND DC 295 / I-295 (ANACOSTIA FREEWAY)

DC 295 S, Between Pennsylvania Ave SE On-Ramp
and 11th St Bridge Off-Ramp Weave 4 6,020 5,322 88% 23 58.7 F 4 5,050 4,286 85% 22 48.2 F 4 6,050 5,794 96% 28 52.2 F
DC 295 S, Between 11th St Bridge Off-Ramp and
Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE On-Ramp Basic 2 2,710 2,225 82% 20 55.2 F 2 2,160 1,867 86% 49 19.0 C 2 2,740 2,551 93% 37 34.3 D
I-295 S, Between 11th St Bridge On-Ramp and
Suitland Pkwy Off-Ramp Weave 4 6,510 4,540 70% 15 73.3 F 4 6,300 4,337 69% 45 24.1 C 4 6,440 5,534 86% 32 43.9 E
I-295 S, Between Suitland Pkwy Off- and On-Ramps Basic 4 4,930 3,620 73% 22 40.7 E 3 4,190 2,849 68% 49 19.2 C 3 4,340 3,616 83% 32 37.1 E
I-295 S, Suitland Parkway On-Ramp Merge Area Merge 3 4,870 3,482 71% 49 23.7 C 3 5,030 3,496 70% 49 23.9 C 3 5,090 4,227 83% 24 57.9 F
I-295 S, Between Suitland Pkwy and South Capitol
St Off-Ramp Basic 3 4,870 3,541 73% 48 24.4 C 3 5,030 3,552 71% 48 24.6 C 3 5,090 4,194 82% 21 67.0 F
I-295 S, South Capitol Street Off-Ramp Diverge Area Diverge 3 4,870 3,537 73% 48 24.6 C 3 5,030 3,551 71% 48 24.5 C 3 5,090 4,135 81% 18 77.7 F
I-295 S, Malcolm X Ave SE Off-Ramp Diverge Area Diverge 3 2,800 2,014 72% 49 13.7 B 3 2,890 2,050 71% 42 16.1 B 3 3,020 2,369 78% 12 66.7 F
I-295 S, Malcolm X Ave SE Off-Ramp Basic Area Basic 2 2,690 1,973 73% 40 24.8 C 2 2,790 1,977 71% 18 53.7 F 2 2,910 2,228 77% 9 121.3 F
EASTBOUND I-395 / I-695 (SE/SW FREEWAY) & SOUTHBOUND I-295 (11th ST BRIDGE)

I-395 N, Maine Ave SW On-Ramp Merge Area Merge 4 6,900 4,252 62% 8 135.9 F 4 6,720 4,204 63% 7 142.0 F 4 6,960 6,562 94% 25 66.2 F
I-395 N, 9th St Expy On-Ramp Merge Area Merge 4 7,820 4,998 64% 10 122.1 F 4 7,670 4,103 53% 8 134.9 F 4 7,880 7,248 92% 31 58.7 F
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TABLE 6-10: 2040 PM PEAK VOLUMES, DEMAND SERVED, DENSITY, AND SPEED FOR FREEWAY OPERATION

FREEWAY CORRIDOR and SEGMENT
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NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
I-395 N, Between 7th St SW On-Ramp and 3rd St
Tunnel Off-Ramp Weave 5 8,050 5,383 67% 9 120.8 F 5 8,350 4,607 55% 6 143.0 F 5 8,110 7,748 96% 35 44.6 E
I-695 E, South Capitol St SE Off-Ramp Diverge Area Diverge 3 6,250 4,384 70% 14 107.7 F 3 6,810 3,768 55% 30 42.0 E 3 6,310 6,039 96% 37 54.4 F
I-695 E, Between South Capitol St SE Off-Ramp and
3rd St Tunnel On-Ramp Basic 3 5,780 4,112 71% 35 39.1 E 3 6,310 3,446 55% 16 73.2 F 3 5,790 5,500 95% 33 55.2 F
I-695 E, Between 3rd St Tunnel On-Ramp and 6th St
SE Off-Ramp Weave 4 7,630 5,963 78% 37 40.0 E 4 8,580 5,347 62% 25 53.4 F 4 7,640 7,042 92% 27 65.5 F
I-695 E, 11th St Bridge Off-Ramp Diverge Area Diverge 4 7,180 5,695 79% 32 44.6 E 4 8,140 5,021 62% 19 67.0 F 4 7,190 6,552 91% 19 85.4 F
I-295 S, Between Southeast Fwy Split and 9th St SE
On-Ramp Basic 3 4,680 3,848 82% 39 33.0 D 3 4,810 3,212 67% 41 26.0 D 3 4,690 4,334 92% 48 29.8 D
I-295 S, 9th St SE On-Ramp Merge Area Merge 3 4,940 3,885 79% 36 35.6 E 3 5,610 3,559 63% 37 32.1 D 3 4,950 4,583 93% 38 40.6 E
I-295 S, Between M St SE On-Ramp and DC 295
Off-Ramp Weave 4 5,650 4,325 77% 34 31.9 D 4 7,390 4,473 61% 33 34.0 D 4 5,550 5,038 91% 44 28.5 D
I-295 S, Between DC 295 Off- and On-Ramps Basic 2 2,820 2,145 76% 31 34.2 D 2 3,620 2,189 60% 34 32.4 D 2 2,670 2,372 89% 41 28.9 D
NORTHBOUND I-295 (11th ST BRIDGE) & WESTBOUND I-695 / I-395 (SE/SW FREEWAY)

I-295 N, Between DC 295 Off- and On-Ramps Basic 2 1,720 1,480 86% 49 15.1 B 2 3,570 3,195 89% 44 36.0 E 2 1,720 1,477 86% 49 15.0 B
I-295 N, Between DC 295 On-Ramp and M St SE
Off-Ramp Weave 4 4,280 3,735 87% 34 27.2 D 4 5,840 5,051 86% 30 42.0 E 4 4,280 3,987 93% 48 20.6 C
I-295 N, I St SE Off-Ramp Diverge Area Diverge 3 3,770 3,294 87% 33 32.9 D 3 4,670 3,990 85% 34 39.3 E 3 3,770 3,505 93% 49 23.7 C
I-295 N, Between I St SE Off-Ramp and Southeast
Blvd On-Ramp Basic 3 3,640 3,169 87% 33 31.9 D 3 4,080 3,475 85% 32 36.0 E 3 3,640 3,417 94% 49 23.2 C
I-695 W, Southeast Blvd On-Ramp Merge Area Merge 5 4,890 3,712 76% 32 23.5 C 5 6,325 4,141 65% 27 30.7 D 5 4,890 4,126 84% 48 17.1 B
I-695 W, Between Virginia Ave SE On-Ramp and 3rd
St Tunnel Off-Ramp Weave 5 5,610 4,092 73% 31 26.5 D 5 6,890 4,539 66% 31 29.0 D 5 5,610 4,743 85% 40 23.8 C
I-695 W, Between 3rd St Tunnel Off-Ramp and
South Capitol St On-Ramp Basic 4 3,520 2,994 85% 39 19.1 C 4 4,350 3,324 76% 39 21.2 C 3 3,500 3,224 92% 49 22.0 B
I-695 W, South Capitol St On-Ramp Merge Area Merge 4 4,310 3,612 84% 38 23.9 C 4 5,070 3,911 77% 38 25.8 C 4 4,210 3,884 92% 49 19.9 C
I-395 S, Between 3rd St Tunnel On-Ramp and
6th/7th St SW Off-Ramp Weave 6 7,550 6,870 91% 41 28.1 D 6 8,070 6,941 86% 40 28.6 D 6 7,510 7,195 96% 47 25.4 C
I-395 S, Maine Ave SW/12th St Expy Off-Ramp
Diverge Area Diverge 5 7,150 6,470 90% 41 31.9 D 5 7,690 6,580 86% 40 32.8 D 5 7,110 6,765 95% 48 28.3 D
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TABLE 6-11: SUMMARY OF 2040 AM FREEWAY OPERATION
NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Freeway Corridor and Segment
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Northbound I-295/DC 295 - Segments
Combined

ALL 45,088 31,349 70% 28 57 F 40,802 30,624 75% 36 33.4 D 42,780 39,271 92% 46 30 D

Southbound DC 295/I-295 - Segments
Combined

ALL 23,027 21,820 95% 49 16 B 30,390 24,498 81% 46 17.9 B 23,000 22,356 97% 49 17 B

Eastbound I-395/I-695 & Southbound 11th
St Bridge - Segments Combined

ALL 48,400 44,749 92% 46 26 C 56,710 48,728 86% 34 37.1 E 47,970 44,515 93% 47 24 C

Northbound 11th St Bridge & Westbound
I-695/I-395 - Segments Combined

ALL 58,035 45,784 79% 48 24 C 61,630 44,206 72% 35 32.9 D 57,775 52,235 90% 48 28 D

TABLE 6-12: SUMMARY OF 2040 PM FREEWAY OPERATION
NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Freeway Corridor and Segment
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Northbound I-295/DC 295 - Segments
Combined

ALL
30,040 27,071 90% 42 26 D 41,810 38,035 91% 46 29.0 D 29,790 28,261 95% 42 25 C

Southbound DC 295/I-295 - Segments
Combined

ALL
40,270 30,253 75% 35 38 E 41,150 30,031 73% 42 26.8 D 40,770 34,648 85% 24 62 F

Eastbound I-395/I-695 & Southbound 11th
St Bridge - Segments Combined

ALL
67,700 48,989 72% 26 68 F 74,010 43,928 59% 23 70.9 F 67,740 63,018 93% 34 51 F

Northbound 11th St Bridge & Westbound
I-695/I-395 - Segments Combined

ALL
46,440 39,427 85% 37 26 D 56,555 45,146 80% 36 32.1 D 46,240 42,324 92% 48 21 C
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FIGURE 6-8: 2040 AM – I-295 / DC 295 – NORTHBOUND FREEWAY OPERATION RESULTS
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FIGURE 6-9: 2040 PM – I-295 / DC 295 – SOUTHBOUND FREEWAY OPERATION RESULTS
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FIGURE 6-10: 2040 AM – EASTBOUND I-395 / I-695 AND SOUTHBOUND I-295 FREEWAY OPERATION RESULTS
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FIGURE 6-11: 2040 PM – EASTBOUND I-395 / I-695 AND SOUTHBOUND I-295 FREEWAY OPERATION RESULTS
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FIGURE 6-12: 2040 PM – NORTHBOUND I-295 AND WESTBOUND I-395 / I-695 AND FREEWAY OPERATION RESULTS
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6.3. TRAVEL TIME COMPARISONS

Table 6-13 summarizes travel times along several segments in the network. The table compares the performance for the No
Build, the FEIS Preferred, and the Revised Preferred Alternatives for 2040 and the AM and PM peak conditions. In this table,
best travel time performance is highlighted in light green while worst travel time performance is highlighted in light red.  As
shown, travel times along the main origins and destinations within the project area vary significantly among the No Build,
FEIS Preferred, and Revised Preferred Alternatives. In general, there is no clear trend as to which of the alternatives
performs best regarding travel times. There are similar number of travel time segments that perform worst and best in each
alternative. The Revised Preferred Alternative account for 11 travel time segments that represent the minimum travel time
for those particular corridors, but it also includes six segments which represent maximum travel times for those respective
corridors.

Furthermore, the traffic operations comparison based on travel times did not show any consistent pattern of either
improvement or degradation for the system as a whole. In general, many of the differences observed between the future No
Build, the FEIS Preferred, and the Revised Preferred Alternatives are more because of the changes in the underlying model
assumptions related to routing decisions, high off-ramp and on-ramp volumes entering and exiting a busy freeway corridor,
and  the  randomness  of  the  traffic  simulation  model.  Because  of  high  traffic  volume  along  several  corridors,  the  flow
conditions  were  very  sensitive  to  small  changes  in  roadway geometric  assumptions  such  as  the  length  of  the  acceleration
and auxiliary lane. Consequently, it is difficult to perform a meaningful comparative evaluation based on travel times.

In summary, the changes in travel patterns, roadway geometry, functional classification, lane configuration, and capacity in
the network generate a complete redistribution of trips in the area thus reducing travel times for some origin-destination
paths but also increasing travel times for other paths.



South Capitol Street

Transportation Technical Report

South Capitol Street 6-38

2040 TRAFFIC OPERATION ANALYSIS RESULTS

TABLE 6-13: TRAVEL TIME COMPARISONS FOR 2040 AM AND PM PEAK

Trip Direction / Path / Trip Origin and
Destination

Trip
Distance
(miles)

AM Peak
Travel
Time

(minutes)

AM Peak
Average
Speed
(mph)

PM Peak
Travel
Time

(minutes)

PM Peak
Average
Speed
(mph)

AM Peak
Travel
Time

(minutes)

AM Peak
Average
Speed
(mph)

PM Peak
Travel
Time

(minutes)

PM Peak
Average
Speed
(mph)

AM Peak
Travel
Time

(minutes)

AM Peak
Average
Speed
(mph)

PM Peak
Travel
Time

(minutes)

PM Peak
Average
Speed
(mph)

NO BUILD FEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Outbound South Capitol St from M St to I-295
S past the Malcolm X Ave SE Interchange

2.9 5.4 32 9.6 18 13.1 13 8.7 20 6.8 25 14.3 12

Outbound South Capitol St from M St to
Suitland Pkwy past the Stanton Rd SE
Intersection

2.6 5.8 27 11.5 14 9.9 16 10.8 15 7.6 21 12.3 13

Outbound South Capitol St from M St to DC
295 N at the Pennsylvania Ave SE Off-Ramp

2.8 8.5 20 12.0 14 14.1 12 9.1 18 8.6 19 10.4 16

Inbound I-295 N from south of the Malcolm X
Ave SE Interchange to M St-South Capitol St
Intersection

3.0 19.7 9 6.1 30 13.5 13 7.6 24 8.6 21 10.3 18

Inbound Suitland Pkwy from Stanton Rd SE
Intersection to M St-South Capitol St
Intersection

2.6 22.7 7 9.8 16 12.2 13 7.1 22 11.3 14 9.1 17

Inbound DC 295 S from Pennsylvania Ave SE
On-Ramp to M St-South Capitol St Intersection

2.6 10.7 15 8.2 19 15.3 10 6.7 23 9.0 18 10.5 15

Outbound DC 295 S from Pennsylvania Ave SE
On-Ramp to I-295 S south of the Malcolm X
Ave SE Interchange

3.1 3.9 49 6.5 29 4 47 5.8 32 3.9 49 9.7 20

Outbound DC 295 S from Pennsylvania Ave SE
On-Ramp to Suitland Pkwy past the Stanton
Rd SE Intersection

2.4 4.7 31 13.6 11 6 24 9.1 16 6.6 22 10.9 13

Inbound Suitland Pkwy from Stanton Rd SE
Intersection to DC 295 N at Pennsylvania Ave
SE Off-Ramp

2.4 14.8 10 11.1 13 7.1 20 5.5 26 8.2 18 5.2 28

Inbound I-295 N from south of the Malcolm X
Ave SE Interchange to DC 295 N at
Pennsylvania Ave SE Off-Ramp

3.2 9.3 21 4.4 43 8 24 4.1 47 4.3 44 4.0 48

Outbound I-695 E from 3rd St Tunnel to DC
295 N at Pennsylvania Ave SE Off-Ramp

2.5 3.2 46 4.2 35 3.9 38 4.5 33 3.1 47 3.7 40

Inbound DC 295 S from Pennsylvania Ave SE
On-Ramp to I-395 S near 3rd St Tunnel

2.4 3.4 43 4.5 32 4.7 31 5.5 26 3.3 43 4.1 35
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7. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND MITIGATION OPTIONS

7.1. NETWORK PERFORMANCE COMPARISON

Table 7-1 summarizes network performance measures produced by the VISSIM simulation for all alternatives and scenarios.
These measures allow for a system-based comparison of the alternatives in terms of overall  performance. Table 7-1 shows
that in average, vehicles traveling through the project area would experience delays ranging from roughly 2 to 4 minutes. In
all  scenarios  (2020  and  2040,  AM  and  PM  peak  hours),  the  Revised  Preferred  Alternative  performs  best  in  its  class  with
average delays of roughly 2 minutes in 2020 and around 3 minutes in 2040.

TABLE 7-1: SUMMARY OF NETWORK PERFORMANCE MEASURES

Measure of Performance

2020 AM Peak Hour 2020 PM Peak Hour

No
Build

FEIS
Preferred

Alternative

Revised
Preferred

Alternative
No

Build

FEIS
Preferred

Alternative

Revised
Preferred

Alternative
Average Delay Time per
Vehicle [s] 154 210 117 201 238 186
Average Speed [mph] 20 16 22 16 15 18
Number of Vehicles that used
the network in the peak hour 45,691 41,686 49,245 46,915 45,930 52,161

Measure of Performance

2040 AM Peak Hour 2040 PM Peak Hour

No
Build

FEIS
Preferred

Alternative

Revised
Preferred

Alternative
No

Build

FEIS
Preferred

Alternative

Revised
Preferred

Alternative
Average Delay Time per
Vehicle [s] 214 232 112 224 268 200
Average Speed [mph] 16 15 23 15 14 17
Number of Vehicles that used
the network in the peak hour 44,902 44,326 50,047 47,989 47,815 54,031

Similarly, Table 7-1 shows the comparison of average speed in the network. As shown, average speed for all vehicles
traveling on the roadway network ranges from 14 mph to 23 mph. As was the case with average delay, the Revised Preferred
Alternative perform best in terms of speeds showing the highest average operating speed in its class. The third performance
indicator, Number of Vehicles that used the network in the peak hour, measures the amount of demand that the roadway
system is  able  to  process  during  the  simulated  peak  hour.  As  shown in  Table  7-1,  between 41,700  to  54,000  vehicles  per
hour used the network. The Revised Preferred Alternative is able to process significantly more vehicles than any of the other
alternatives. In all scenarios, this alternative is able to process at least 10 percent more demand than the No Build and the
FEIS Preferred Alternative. In one case (2020 AM peak hour), the Revised Preferred Alternative processes 18 percent more
demand than the FEIS Preferred Alternative. The results summarized by these indicators, clearly show the improvements in
the overall operation of the roadway network achieved by the Revised Preferred Alternative in comparison with the No Build
and with the FEIS Preferred Alternative.
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7.2. COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE PERFORMANCE BY CORRIDOR

This section summarizes the main findings for major arterial and freeway corridors within the project area. These include the
following:

South Capitol Street and Suitland Parkway Corridor

Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue Corridor

I-295 Corridor

I-395/I-695 (SE/SW Freeway) Corridor

Traffic  operational  findings  from  the  traffic  analysis  results  are  summarized  for  the  No  Build  Alternative,  FEIS  Preferred
Alternative, and Revised Preferred Alternative.

7.2.1. South Capitol Street and Suitland Parkway Corridor

The FEIS Preferred and Revised Preferred Alternatives would include significant changes to the transportation facilities along
the South Capitol Street and Suitland Parkway corridor. The improvements would transform the corridor into a grand urban
boulevard. Major changes along this corridor found in both the FEIS Preferred and Revised Preferred Alternatives that would
affect traffic operations include the following:

New ramp terminal intersection configuration at the interchange of I-395, I-695, and South Capitol Street.

Removal of the grade-separated through movement along South Capitol Street between N Street and K Street.
At-grade, signalized intersections would be built along this portion of the corridor.

Replacement of the existing 5-lane Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge (3 lanes northbound / 2 lanes southbound)
with a 6-lane bridge (3 lanes northbound / 3 lanes southbound).

Replacement of the South Capitol Street and Potomac Avenue intersection with a signalized traffic oval.

Replacement of the ramps connecting South Capitol Street, Suitland Parkway, and Howard Road with a signalized
traffic circle in the FEIS Preferred Alternative and a signalized traffic oval in the Revised Preferred Alternative.

Replacement of the existing partial cloverleaf interchange at I-295 and Suitland Parkway with a modified diamond
interchange.

Construction of a new interchange at Suitland Parkway and Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue.

Currently, South Capitol Street and Suitland Parkway experience heavy congestion during the peak hours. The roadways
serve both commuter and local traffic. The existing configuration of both roadways include many features to accommodate
commuter traffic:  grade-separated interchanges on South Capitol Street, freeway-like ramps connecting South Capitol
Street, Suitland Parkway, and Howard Road, and cloverleaf ramps at the I-295 and Suitland Parkway interchange. The
improvements found in both Build alternatives would change the character of both roadways so that they are more
compatible with an urban environment. The primary operational concern along this corridor is whether changing these
roadways to a more urban character would significantly degrade traffic operations. Traffic operational results indicate that
the improvements found in the Revised Preferred Alternative would not significantly degrade traffic operations along this
corridor. In some locations, traffic operations would improve and in others, traffic would slightly deteriorate but not to the
degree of creating gridlock conditions in the network. Table 7-2 summarizes  intersection  level  of  service  along  the  South
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Capitol Street and Suitland Parkway corridor for the year 2040. Table 7-3 compares  peak  direction  travel  times  along  the
corridor for the year 2040.

TABLE 7-2: ESTIMATED 2040 INTERSECTION DELAY (SECONDS PER VEHICLE) AND LOS
SOUTH CAPITOL STREET AND SUITLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR

No Build Alternative FEIS Preferred Alternative Revised Preferred Alternative

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Intersection Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS

South Capitol St and Canal St/ Washington Ave 27 C 31 C 25 C 20 B 50 D 29 C

South Capitol St and E St/ Washington Ave 21 C 51 D 20 C 143 F 24 C 73 E

South Capitol St and Virginia Ave 10 B 36 D 9 A 78 E 14 B 24 C

South Capitol St and I-395 Ramp 17 B 270 F 34 C 84 F 14 B 38 D

South Capitol St and I St 56 E 50 D 36 D 36 D 19 B 48 D

South Capitol St and K St 82 F 47 E 20 C 19 B 12 B 17 B

South Capitol St and L St 373 F 10 B 20 C 29 C 16 B 24 C

South Capitol St and M St 100 F 62 E 46 D 48 D 38 D 49 D

South Capitol St and N St 19 B 39 D 37 D 10 B 23 C 22 C

South Capitol St and O St 7 A 35 C 14 B 9 A 10 B 18 B

South Capitol St and P St 13 B 27 C 18 B 9 A 13 B 18 B

South Capitol St and Potomac Ave
(replaced with West Oval in Build Alternatives) 116 F 62 E - - - - - - - -

West Oval - - - - 106 F 70 E 33 C 35 D

South Capitol St and Suitland Pkwy/ Howard Rd
(replaced with East Oval in Build Alternatives) 259 F 26 C - - - - - - - -

East Oval - - - - 142 F 71 E 40 D 65 E

Suitland Pkwy and I-295 SB Ramps - - - - 60 E 22 C 18 B 69 E

Suitland Pkwy and I-295 NB Ramps - - - - 30 C 28 C 24 C 44 D

Suitland Pkwy and Firth Sterling Ave SE 86 F 168 F 42 D 40 D 52 D 36 D

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and Suitland
Pkwy Ramps - - - - 52 D 27 C 49 D 38 D

Suitland Pkwy and Stanton Rd SE 164 F 63 E 80 F 87 F 97 F 89 F

Number of Intersections Operating at LOS F 7 2 3 3 1 1
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TABLE 7-3: ESTIMATED 2040 TRAVEL TIMES (MINUTES)
SOUTH CAPITOL STREET AND SUITLAND PARKWAY CORRIDOR

No Build FEIS Preferred Revised Preferred
AM Peak Hour
From Intersection of Suitland Parkway and Stanton Road to
Intersection of South Capitol Street and M Street

23 12 11

PM Peak Hour
From Intersection of South Capitol Street and M Street to
Intersection of Suitland Parkway and Stanton Road

11 11 12

During the AM peak hour under the No Build Alternative, motorists heading inbound to Downtown Washington, D.C., would
encounter failing LOS between the intersection of Suitland Parkway and Stanton Road and the intersection of South Capitol
Street and Potomac Avenue. Motorists would also experience failing LOS on South Capitol  Street between K Street and M
Street. The average travel time estimated for the No Build Alternative for traveling from the intersection of Suitland Parkway
and Stanton Road to the intersection of South Capitol Street and M Street is 23 minutes.

Both the FEIS Preferred Alternative and Revised Preferred Alternatives would improve operations at these locations. Under
the FEIS Preferred Alternative, only three intersections would operate at LOS F compared to seven intersections in the No
Build Alternative. Under the Revised Preferred Alternative, one intersection would operate at LOS F. Travel times also
improve. The travel time between the intersection of Suitland Parkway and Stanton Road and the intersection of South
Capitol Street and M Street would improve by more than 50 percent in both the FEIS Preferred and Revised Preferred
Alternatives.

During the PM peak hour, traffic operations along the South Capitol Street and Suitland Parkway corridor are expected to be
similar between the alternatives. Under the No Build Alternative, two intersections would operate at LOS F in the PM peak
hour in the year 2040. The travel time between the intersection of South Capitol Street and M Street and the intersection of
Suitland Parkway and Stanton Road is estimated at 11 minutes. The FEIS Preferred Alternative increases the number of
intersections operating at LOS F to three. Travel time would be the same as the No Build Alternative. The Revised Preferred
Alternative reduces the number of intersections operating at LOS F to one. Travel time increases to 12 minutes for the route
between the intersection of South Capitol Street and M Street and the intersection of Suitland Parkway and Stanton Road.

Overall, results indicate that the Build alternatives improve operations during the AM peak hour when compared to the No
Build Alternative. The Revised Preferred Alternative operates better than the FEIS Preferred Alternative during the AM peak
hour in this corridor. During the PM peak hour, traffic operations under the Build alternatives do not degrade significantly
when compared to the No Build Alternative. Both the FEIS Preferred and Revised Preferred Alternative operate similarly in
the PM peak hour.

7.2.2. Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue Corridor

The main improvement found in both the FEIS Preferred Alternative and Revised Preferred Alternative that would affect
traffic operations along the Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue corridor is the construction of a new interchange at Suitland
Parkway and Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue.

Currently, several intersections along the Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue operate at poor LOS, particularly the intersection of
Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue and Howard Road. Commuter traffic and local traffic mix at intersections along Martin Luther
King, Jr. Avenue in order to access I-295. Both Build alternatives include improvements that would better separate local and
commuter traffic accessing I-295. The primary operational concern along this corridor is whether the improvements in the
Build alternatives would address separation of local and commuter traffic and provide improved traffic operations along
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Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue. Table 7-4 summarizes intersection LOS along this corridor. Table 7-5 summarizes average
speed along the corridor.

TABLE 7-4: ESTIMATED 2040 INTERSECTION DELAY (SECONDS PER VEHICLE) AND LOS
MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. AVENUE CORRIDOR

No Build Alternative FEIS Preferred Alternative Revised Preferred Alternative

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Intersection Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS Delay LOS

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and Gate 1 West
Campus/ UCC Visitor East

40 D 35 D 60 E 23 C 10 A 20 C

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and Sumner Rd
SE/ Stanton Rd SE

107 F 107 F 129 F 41 D 58 E 37 D

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and Suitland
Pkwy Ramps

- - - - 52 D 27 C 49 D 38 D

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and Howard Rd
SE

74 E 103 F 36 D 64 E 40 D 39 D

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and Talbert St SE 26 C 38 D 39 D 66 E 14 B 25 C

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and Morris Rd SE/
Chicago St SE

41 D 33 C 56 E 69 E 35 D 34 C

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and Pleasant St
SE/ Maple View Pl SE

42 E 94 F 56 F 262 F 27 D 179 F

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and W St SE 15 B 57 E 65 E 165 F 14 B 94 F

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and U St SE 28 C 41 D - - - - 43 D 111 F

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and Good Hope
Rd SE

64 E 75 E 136 F 110 F 56 E 79 E

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and I-295 NB
Ramps

59 E 125 F 123 F 73 E 57 E 112 F

Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave SE and I-295 SB
Ramp

8 A 92 F 53 D 128 F 3 A 76 E

Howard Rd SE and Anacostia Metro Parking
Garage

8 A 29 C 6 A 25 C 6 A 19 B

Howard Rd SE and Firth Sterling Ave SE 25 C 38 D 38 D 77 E 30 C 83 F

Howard Rd SE and Anacostia Metro Station 36 D 37 D 13 B 90 F 14 B 46 D

Number of Intersections Operating at LOS F 1 5 4 5 0 5
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TABLE 7-5: ESTIMATED 2040 ARTERIAL SPEED (MILES PER HOUR)
MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. AVENUE CORRIDOR

No Build FEIS Preferred Revised Preferred

AM Peak Hour
Northbound Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue

8 6 10

AM Peak Hour
Southbound Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue

13 14 13

PM Peak Hour
Northbound Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue

8 6 7

PM Peak Hour
Southbound Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue

11 9 12

Results indicate that the Revised Preferred Alternative would not significantly degrade traffic operations along Martin Luther
King,  Jr.  Avenue  when  compared  to  the  No  Build  or  FEIS  Preferred  Alternatives.  In  some  cases,  traffic  operations  would
improve.

Under the No Build Alternative, traffic along Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue would operate at low speeds – between 8 and 13
miles per hour depending on direction and peak hour. Several intersections would operate at LOS F,  particularly in the PM
peak  hour  where  five  intersections  would  operate  at  LOS  F.  The  Revised  Preferred  Alternative  would  not  significantly
degrade traffic operations. Changes in average speed would be minimal. Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue would still operate
at low speeds under the Revised Preferred Alternative – between 7 and 13 miles per hour. The number of intersections
operating at LOS F would also be similar. During the AM peak hour, there would be no intersections operating at LOS F.
During the PM peak hour, five intersections would operate at LOS F. Results for the Revised Preferred Alternative are similar
to  the  FEIS  Preferred  Alternative  and in  some cases  slightly  better.  Speeds  along  Martin  Luther  King,  Jr.  Avenue would  be
between  6  and  14  miles  per  hour.  The  number  of  intersections  operating  at  LOS  F  would  be  higher  in  the  FEIS  Preferred
Alternative than in the Revised Preferred Alternative.

7.2.3. I-295 Corridor

Two  major  improvements  found  in  both  the  FEIS  Preferred  and  Revised  Preferred  Alternatives  would  affect  traffic
operations along the I-295 corridor. These improvements include the following:

Replacement of the ramps connecting South Capitol Street, Suitland Parkway, and Howard Road with a signalized traffic
circle in the FEIS Preferred Alternative and a signalized traffic oval in the Revised Preferred Alternative.

Replacement of the existing partial cloverleaf interchange at I-295 and Suitland Parkway with a modified diamond
interchange.

Currently, queues from the existing Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge extend far enough along Suitland Parkway
impacting the interchange of I-295 and Suitland Parkway. Queues impact the I-295 mainline, particularly northbound I-295
during the AM peak hour. Both Build Alternatives would introduce additional signalized intersections along Suitland Parkway
and South Capitol Street. The primary operational concern along this corridor is whether these improvements would
significantly degrade traffic operations resulting in worse impacts to the I-295 mainline. Table 7-6 compares traffic
operational results between the No Build, FEIS Preferred, and Revised Preferred Alternatives for I-295.
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TABLE 7-6: ESTIMATED 2040 AVERAGE FREEWAY SEGMENT SPEED (MILES PER HOUR) AND AVERAGE SEGMENT DENSITY
(VEHICLES PER MILE PER LANE)

I-295 CORRIDOR

No Build FEIS Preferred Revised Preferred
Average
Segment

Speed

Average
Segment
Density

Average
Segment

Speed

Average
Segment
Density

Average
Segment

Speed

Average
Segment
Density

AM Peak Hour
Northbound I-295

28 57 36 33 46 30

AM Peak Hour
Southbound I-295

49 16 46 18 49 17

PM Peak Hour
Northbound I-295

42 26 46 29 42 25

PM Peak Hour
Southbound I-295

35 38 42 27 24 62

Under the No Build Alternative, I-295 would operate at low speeds and high densities in the peak directions. During the AM
peak hour, the peak direction on I-295 is northbound. Average segment speed in the No Build Alternative would be 28 miles
per hour. During the PM peak hour, the peak direction on I-295 is southbound. Average segment speed would be 35 miles
per hour under the No Build Alternative for this direction.

The FEIS Preferred Alternative would improve speeds along I-295. Densities would also improve or stay at levels comparable
to  the  No  Build  Alternative.  Under  the  Revised  Preferred  Alternative,  traffic  operations  would  improve  except  for
southbound I-295 during the PM peak hour. Speed would be lower and densities would be higher on southbound I-295
during the PM peak hour when compared to the No Build and FEIS Preferred Alternatives.

The worse operations along I-295 southbound during the PM peak hour under the Revised Preferred Alternative is a result of
higher freeway demand served. Table 7-7 compares the amount of freeway traffic demand served between the alternatives.

TABLE 7-7: ESTIMATED PERCENT OF 2040 FREEWAY DEMAND SERVED
SOUTHBOUND I-295 PM PEAK HOUR

No Build FEIS Preferred Revised Preferred

PM Peak Hour
Southbound I-295

75% 73% 85%

The Revised Preferred Alternative is able to accommodate a higher share of the estimated demand for the facility than both
the No Build and FEIS Preferred Alternatives. This is an indication of better performance on the arterials feeding into
southbound I-295. For instance, as discussed previously, traffic operations on South Capitol Street and Suitland Parkway
improve in the PM peak hour in the Revised Preferred Alternative when compared to the No Build Alternative. This results in
more demand reaching I-295 southbound from South Capitol Street. This also results in the higher freeway demand served
on I-295 southbound but also the lower speeds and higher densities.
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7.2.4. I-395/I-695 (SE/ SW Freeway) Corridor

Traffic operations along the I-395 and I-695 corridor would be affected by the following improvements in both the FEIS
Preferred Alternative and Revised Preferred Alternative:

New ramp terminal intersection configuration at the interchange of I-395, I-695, and South Capitol Street.

Removal of the grade-separated through movement along South Capitol Street between N Street and K Street. At-grade,
signalized intersections would be built along this portion of the corridor.

Currently, both I-395 and I-695 are congested during peak hours. The queue from the on-ramp to I-395 from northbound
South Capitol Street currently extends into the upstream intersections of South Capitol Street. The queue from the existing
off-ramp from I-695 to southbound South Capitol Street extends into the freeway mainline. The primary operational concern
for this corridor is whether the proposed improvements would improve these conditions, maintain these conditions, or
significantly degrade them. Table 7-8 compares traffic operational results between the No Build, FEIS Preferred, and Revised
Preferred Alternatives for I-395 and I-695.

TABLE 7-8: ESTIMATED 2040 AVERAGE FREEWAY SEGMENT SPEED (MILES PER HOUR) AND AVERAGE SEGMENT DENSITY
(VEHICLES PER MILE PER LANE)

I-395/I-695 CORRIDOR

No Build FEIS Preferred Revised Preferred
Average
Segment
Speed

Average
Segment
Density

Average
Segment
Speed

Average
Segment
Density

Average
Segment
Speed

Average
Segment
Density

AM Peak Hour
Eastbound I-395 / I-695

46 26 34 37 47 24

AM Peak Hour
Westbound I-695 / I-395

48 24 35 32 45 29

PM Peak Hour
Eastbound I-395 / I-695

26 68 23 71 34 51

PM Peak Hour
Westbound I-695 / I-395

37 26 36 32 48 21

Results indicate that the Revised Preferred Alternative would improve traffic operations on I-395 and I-695 during the PM
peak hour and maintain similar traffic operations during the AM peak hour. The Revised Preferred Alternative would also
operate better than the FEIS Preferred Alternative.

7.3. RESULTS FOR OTHER CRITICAL LOCATIONS

7.3.1. I-695 Freeway at the Interchange of I-395, I-695, and South Capitol Street

The 2014 Revised Preferred Alternative includes changes to the I-695 freeway mainline at the interchange of I-395, I-695,
and South Capitol Street. The changes on the mainline occur on I-695 westbound. Figure 7-1 illustrates the changes. Table
7-9 summarizes the differences in geometry between the No Build Alternative, FEIS Preferred Alternative, and the Revised
Preferred Alternative.
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FIGURE 7-1: IMPROVEMENTS AT INTERCHANGE OF I-395, I-695, AND SOUTH CAPITOL STREET IN REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

TABLE 7-9: COMPARISON OF FREEWAY AND RAMP LANE CONFIGURATIONS AT INTERCHANGE OF I-395, I-695,
AND SOUTH CAPITOL STREET

Location
No Build Alternative and FEIS Preferred

Alternative Revised Preferred Alternative

I-695 Westbound Off-Ramp to I-395
Northbound

To I-395 Northbound: 1 exit-only lane
To I-695 Westbound: 4 lanes

To I-395 Northbound: 2 exit-only
lanes
To I-695 Westbound: 3 lanes

I-395 Northbound Off-Ramp 1 lane 2 lanes for 840 feet before merging
to 1 lane

South Capitol Street On-Ramp to
I-695 Westbound

1 lane merging with 4 lanes on I-695
Westbound mainline. 4 lanes continue
downstream.

1 lane added onto 3 lanes of I-395
Southbound mainline. 4 lanes
continue downstream.

Under the Revised Preferred Alternative, the I-695 westbound mainline would be reduced from four lanes to three lanes
between the off-ramps and on-ramps for I-395. The reduction on the mainline through lanes would provide for a safer
merge configuration where the South Capitol Street on-ramp merges with I-695 westbound. Under the No Build Alternative
and the FEIS Preferred Alternative, the South Capitol Street on-ramp merges onto I-695 westbound with a short taper length
and insufficient acceleration length. This makes merging onto the freeway difficult. Under the Revised Preferred Alternative,
the South Capitol Street on-ramp would merge as a lane-add. This would eliminate the short taper length and would allow
vehicles from South Capitol Street to enter the freeway without immediately merging into traffic.

Table 7-10 compares speeds, densities, and freeway demand served for the I-695 westbound freeway segments that would
be immediately affected by the improvements included in the Revised Preferred Alternative. Results indicate that the
changes to the I-695 westbound mainline included in the Revised Preferred Alternative would not significantly degrade
traffic operations. Speed, density, and demand served under the Revised Preferred Alternative would remain similar to the
No Build Alternative. Results show that there is sufficient capacity to reduce the number of lanes on the I-695 westbound
mainline from four lanes to three lanes between the I-395 northbound off-ramp and the South Capitol Street on-ramp.

Freeway mainline and ramp lane configuration

Number of lanes (same as existing)

Number of lanes (change from existing)
5

3

2

3

14
1

4

3
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TABLE 7-10: ESTIMATED 2020 AND 2040 AM AND (PM) PEAK HOUR SPEED, DENSITY, AND FREEWAY DEMAND SERVED – I-695
WESTBOUND AT INTERCHANGE OF I-395, I-695, AND SOUTH CAPITOL STREET

I-695 Westbound Freeway Segment
No Build

Alternative
FEIS Preferred

Alternative
Revised Preferred

Alternative

Between Virginia
Avenue On-Ramp and
I-395 Northbound
Off-Ramp

Segment Type Weave, 5 lanes Weave, 5 lanes Weave, 5 lanes

Speed (miles per hour)
2020: 47 (30)
2040: 48 (31)

2020: 34 (31)
2040: 32 (31)

2020: 48 (47)
2040: 47 (40)

Density
(vehicles per mile per lane)

2020: 22 (27)
2040: 21 (27)

2020: 28 (28)
2040: 29 (29)

2020: 23 (17)
2040: 23 (17)

Demand Served
2020: 75% (75%)
2040: 70% (73%)

2020: 69% (72%)
2040: 61% (66%)

2020: 77% (74%)
2040: 77% (85%)

Between I-395
Off-Ramp and South
Capitol Street
On-Ramp

Segment Type Basic, 4 lanes Basic, 4 lanes Basic, 3 lanes

Speed (miles per hour)
2020: 48 (39)
2040: 49 (39)

2020: 39 (39)
2040: 39 (39)

2020: 48 (49)
2040: 48 (49)

Density
(vehicles per mile per lane)

2020: 23 (19)
2040: 22 (19)

2020: 39 (20)
2040: 23 (21)

2020: 24 (16)
2040: 32 (17)

Demand Served
2020: 93% (87%)
2040: 86% (85%)

2020: 80% (84%)
2040:71% (76%)

2020: 95% (94%)
2040: 96% (92%)

Between South
Capitol Street
On-Ramp and I-395
Southbound
On-Ramp

Segment Type Merge, 4 lanes Merge, 4 lanes Basic, 4 lanes

Speed (miles per hour)
2020: 39 (38)
2040: 30 (38)

2020: 37 (38)
2040: 37 (38)

2020:48 (41)
2040: 49 (49)

Density
(vehicles per mile per lane)

2020: 33 (23)
2040: 41 (24)

2020: 28 (24)
2040: 27 (26)

2020: 29 (23)
2040:29 (20)

Demand Served
2020: 88% (87%)
2040: 79% (84%)

2020: 79% (84%)
2040: 71% (77%)

2020: 94% (92%)
2040: 94% (92%)

7.4. MAIN FINDINGS FROM THE ANALYSIS

In addition to the above comparisons, Table 7-11 and Table 7-12 also compare the impacts based on the main measures of
effectiveness between the Revised Preferred Alternative and the No Build Alternative and between the Revised Preferred
Alternative and the FEIS Preferred Alternative. In summary, the following conclusions can be made about the Revised
Preferred Alternative based on the traffic operational results provided in this TTR:

The design refinements to the FEIS Preferred Alternative that resulted in the Revised Preferred Alternative do not
significantly degrade traffic operations. The Revised Preferred Alternative either improves traffic operations when
compared to the FEIS Preferred Alternative or provides similar traffic operational results. There are few exceptions to
this statement. One is at the intersection of South Capitol Street and M Street where the Revised Preferred Alternative
provides single left turn lanes for South Capitol southbound and northbound approaches in lieu of dual lefts for both
approaches  provided  in  the  FEIS  Preferred  Alternative.  Several  mitigation  options  are  provided  in  this  report  that
would help improve traffic operations at this location. Another exception is with regards to queues at intersection
approaches. Given the additional volume that the Revised Preferred Alternative carries in comparison with the other
alternatives and the reduction in capacity at the intersection of South Capitol Street and M Street, at several
intersections longer queues develop, which in some cases exceed the storage capacity at that particular approach.
However, in general, this does not affect the overall arterial speeds and levels of service.

Overall, both the FEIS Preferred Alternative and Revised Preferred Alternative do not significantly degrade traffic
operations when compared to the No Build Alternative. Furthermore, in many cases, the Revised Preferred Alternative
improves traffic operations as compared to that of the No Build. This indicates that the overall concept of transforming
South Capitol Street into an urban boulevard can be done with few negative impacts to traffic operations.
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The  Revised  Preferred  Alternative  is  able  to  process  significantly  more  demand  than  the  other  two  alternatives.  In
general, between 10 to 15 percent more volume is carried through both freeways and arterials. This is an indication of
the system improvements achieved by the Revised Preferred Alternative.

One location would operate at lower speeds in the Revised Preferred Alternative than the No Build Alternative –
southbound I-295 during the PM peak hour. The worse operations along the freeway are a result of better
performance on some of the arterials. The Revised Preferred Alternative would improve operations on South Capitol
Street and Suitland Parkway resulting in a greater share of estimated demand reaching southbound I-295.
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TABLE 7-11: COMPARISON OF MEASURES OF EFFECTIVENESS FOR 2040 NO BUILD AND REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES

Worse
Better No Build Alternative

Revised Preferred
Alternative

Impact of Revised
Preferred

Alternative over No
Build Alternative

Impact
on

Freeways

Level of
Service

AM Peak
Hour

LOS F for segments along I-295
northbound

LOS D for segments along I-295
northbound

LOS C for segments along I-395/I-695
westbound

LOS D for segments along I-395/I-695
westbound

PM Peak
Hour

LOS E for segments along I-295
southbound

LOS F for segments along I-295
southbound

LOS F for segments along I-395/I-695
eastbound

LOS F for segments along I-395/I-695
eastbound

Average
Speeds

AM Peak
Hour

46 miles per hour along I-395/I-695
eastbound corridor

47 miles per hour along I-395/I-695
eastbound corridor

28 miles per hour along Northbound
I-295

46 miles per hour along Northbound
I-295

PM Peak
Hour

Lowest speed of 26 mph along
I-395/I-695 eastbound corridor

Lowest speed of 38 mph along
I-395/I-695 eastbound corridor

35 miles per hour along Southbound
I-295

24 miles per hour along Southbound
I-295

Demand
Served

AM Peak
Hour

Served an average of 4,400 vph along
I-295 NB

Served an average of 5,450 vph along
I-295 NB

PM Peak
Hour

Served an average of 4,450 vph along
I-395/I-695 EB

Served an average of 6,150 vph along
I-395/I-695 EB

Impact
on

Arterials

Level of
Service

AM Peak
Hour 15 intersection operate at LOS E or F 9 intersection operate at LOS E or F

PM Peak
Hour 20 intersection operate at LOS E or F 17 intersection operate at LOS E or F

Approach
Queues

AM Peak
Hour

6 Approaches average queues that
extend beyond storage capacity

21 Approaches average queues that
extend beyond storage capacity

PM Peak
Hour

22 Approaches average queues that
extend beyond storage capacity

23 Approaches average queues that
extend beyond storage capacity

Demand
Served

AM Peak
Hour

South Capitol Street northbound
serves an average of 1,400 vph

South Capitol Street northbound
serves an average of 2,100 vph

PM Peak
Hour

South Capitol Street southbound
serves an average of 1,600 vph

South Capitol Street southbound
serves an average of 2,500 vph

Network
wide

Average
Delay

Time per
Vehicle

AM Peak
Hour 214 seconds 112 seconds

PM Peak
Hour 224 seconds 200 seconds

Average
Speed
[mph]

AM Peak
Hour 16 miles per hour 23 miles per hour

PM Peak
Hour 15 miles per hour 17 miles per hour

Total
Demand
Served

AM Peak
Hour 44k vehicles served in an hour 50k vehicles served in an hour

PM Peak
Hour 48k vehicles served in an hour 54k vehicles served in an hour

Regional
Impacts

Daily
Vehicle
Miles

Travelled

District of Columbia would carry 5% of
the region’s VMT by year 2040

District of Columbia’s VMT would
reduce by 30k vehicle miles, and the
full region by 707k vehicle miles

Daily
Vehicle
Hours

Travelled

District of Columbia would carry 5% of
the region’s VHT by year 2040

District of Columbia’s VHT would
reduce by 11k vehicle miles, and the full
region by 231k vehicle miles
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TABLE 7-12: COMPARISON OF MEASURES OF EFFECTIVENESS FOR 2040 FEIS PREFERRED AND REVISED PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES

Worse
Better FEIS Preferred Alternative

Revised Preferred
Alternative

Impact of Revised
Preferred

Alternative over
FEIS Preferred

Alternative

Impact
on

Freeways

Level of
Service

AM Peak
Hour

LOS D for segments along I-295
northbound

LOS D for segments along I-295
northbound

LOS E for segments along I-395/I-695
eastbound

LOS C for segments along I-395/I-695
westbound

PM Peak
Hour

LOS D for segments along I-295
southbound

LOS F for segments along I-295
southbound

LOS D for segments along I-395/I-695
westbound

LOS C for segments along I-395/I-695
eastbound

Average
Speeds

AM Peak
Hour

34 miles per hour along I-395/I-695
eastbound corridor

47 miles per hour along I-395/I-695
eastbound corridor

36 miles per hour along Northbound
I-295

46 miles per hour along Northbound
I-295

PM Peak
Hour

Lowest speed of 23 mph along
I-395/I-695 eastbound corridor

Lowest speed of 34 mph along
I-395/I-695 eastbound corridor

42 miles per hour along Southbound
I-295

24 miles per hour along Southbound
I-295

Demand
Served

AM Peak
Hour

Served an average of 4,400 vph along
I-295 NB

Served an average of 5,450 vph along
I-295 NB

PM Peak
Hour

Served an average of 4,000 vph along
I-395/I-695 EB

Served an average of 6,150 vph along
I-395/I-695 EB

Impact
on

Arterials

Level of
Service

AM Peak
Hour 17 intersection operate at LOS E or F 9 intersection operate at LOS E or F

PM Peak
Hour 24 intersection operate at LOS E or F 17 intersection operate at LOS E or F

Approach
Queues

AM Peak
Hour

36 Approaches average queues that
extend beyond storage capacity

21 Approaches average queues that
extend beyond storage capacity

PM Peak
Hour

27 Approaches average queues that
extend beyond storage capacity

23 Approaches average queues that
extend beyond storage capacity

Demand
Served

AM Peak
Hour

South Capitol Street northbound
serves an average of 1,900 vph

South Capitol Street northbound
serves an average of 2,100 vph

PM Peak
Hour

South Capitol Street southbound
serves an average of 2,300 vph

South Capitol Street southbound
serves an average of 2,500 vph

Network
wide

Average
Delay

Time per
Vehicle

AM Peak
Hour 238 seconds 112 seconds

PM Peak
Hour 264 seconds 200 seconds

Average
Speed
[mph]

AM Peak
Hour 15 miles per hour 23 miles per hour

PM Peak
Hour 14 miles per hour 17 miles per hour

Total
Demand
Served

AM Peak
Hour 46k vehicles served in an hour 50k vehicles served in an hour

PM Peak
Hour 48k vehicles served in an hour 54k vehicles served in an hour
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7.5. POTENTIAL MITIGATIONS

7.5.1. South Capitol Street at M Street

The intersection of M Street and South Capitol Street will undergo the most substantial configuration difference within the
project study area under the Revised Preferred Alternative.  This intersection is of notable importance for the southern half
of the District because M Street is the only continuous east-west arterial south of the SE/SW Freeway that connects the
Anacostia and Southwest Waterfronts. In addition, South Capitol Street is the longest north-south arterial south of the
National Mall.

DDOT, FHWA, and a number of stakeholders participating in the Section 106 consultation process have recognized that the
proposed configuration in the Revised Preferred Alternative represents a compromise that balances several different
competing needs and limitations within the context of the project scope. In addition to traffic operations, the factors
considered in the most recent alternatives development process include:

Satisfying the purpose and need of the project, including creation of a grand urban boulevard that serves as a gateway
of national signficance to the District of Columbia Monumental Core

Right-of-way constraints

Impacts to historic structures (i.e. Saint Vincent de Paul Catholic Church)

Potential utility conflicts

Uniformity of cross section width and landscape elements (including a green center median)

Visual / aesthetic quality

Accessibility for east-west cross streets, including left turns to and from South Capitol Street and east-west through
movements

Pedestrian crosswalk lengths and walk times

The conversion of the current urban diamond interchange to an at-grade intersection will introduce a new signal along the
main  through  lanes  of  South  Capitol  Street  and  will  increase  the  number  of  potential  vehicle  conflict  points.  While  this
change in configuration is needed in order to provide better connectivity between the existing discontinuous segments of L
Street SE and SW, and also K Street SE and SE, the proposed geometry will result in a signficant reduction of the operational
performance of the South Capitol Street corridor and the M Street corridor. Longer delays and queues are projected to occur
on all approaches, compared with the existing conditions or the FEIS Preferred Alternative. Depending on the nature of the
future traffic patterns and volumes, queues in each direction have the potential to spill back beyond the adjacent signalized
intersections. Travel times along both corridors are projected to be longer than for the FEIS Preferred Alternative as a result
of slower overall speeds associated with the intersection delays. This is because of the reduction of intersection capacity
associated with the proposed smaller intersection footprint, as discussed in the previous section.

DDOT and FHWA have  discussed  concerns  about  the  future  configuration  of  the  intersection  and the  resulting  impacts  on
traffic operations and safety. The current interchange configuration in place today allows separation of movements between
pedestrians and mainline South Capitol Street through traffic. Bringing South Capitol Street up to grade at M Street
introduces a new set of conflicts for both vehicles and pededstrians. The northbound approach was identified as the most
critical  leg  of  the  intersection  for  potential  operational  degradation  because  of  the  projected  higher  left  turn  and through
volumes. The existing configuration provides two lanes for left turns along the northbound and southbound ramps to M
Street SE and SW and two through lanes in both directions of South Capitol Street with uninterrupted flow. The proposed
configuration provides only one left dedicated turn lane in each direction and three through lanes on South Capitol Street.
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The future volumes in the AM and PM peaks are too high, based on the most recent traffic forecasts, for a single left turn
lane in the northbound direction. In addition, concerns were also noted about: (1) the potential for each right-most through
lane to act as a “defacto” right turn lane because of the projected right turn volumes; (2) conflicts between right-turning
vehicles and heavy pedestrian flows crossing the perpendicular street, allowing only a few vehicles to turn right while the
light is green.

Several options were identified as potential mitigation measures to address the operational and safety concerns noted.
While none of these options are considered comprehensive solutions that will address all the operational issues inherent
with the South Capitol Street / M Street intersection, they were developed to mitigate potential traffic impacts associated
with the Revised Preferred Alternative. The mitigation options are not exclusive of each other and may be considered in any
combination with each other.

MITIGATION OPTION 1

The first option is aimed at improving operations and safety by creating more vehicular capacity for the northbound left turn
movement without increasing the proposed footprint of the intersection. This could be accomplished by eliminating a
portion of the median on the south leg of the intersection between M and N Streets and replacing it with an additional
250-foot left-turn bay. The resulting geometry would provide one left-turn bay with 340 feet of storage and an additional
left-turn bay with 250 feet of storage. Figure 7-2 depicts the configuration associated with this mitigation option.

FIGURE 7-2: SOUTH CAPITOL STREET / M STREET INTERSECTION MITIGATION OPTION 1



South Capitol Street

Transportation Technical Report

South Capitol Street 7-16

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND MITIGATIONS

MITIGATION OPTION 2

Option 2 for the intersection would reduce the demand for left turns headed towards M Street SW by allowing additional
left turn movements to be made at intersections north of the South Capitol Street / M Street intersection. The proposed
center  median  along  South  Capitol  Street  could  be  modified  at  the  intersections  with  L  Street  and  K  Street  to  allow
northbound left turns, as shown in Figure 7-3. This would then reduce the amount of signal time for the northbound left
turn  movement  at  M Street,  as  well  as  the  required  storage  capacity.  The M Street SE/SW Transportation Planning Study
(DDOT,  December  2012)  identified  a  series  of  long-term  improvements  aimed  at  reconnecting  the  the  Anacostia  and
Southwest Waterfronts through a combination of multiple local streets, including K and L Streets. The District owns the land
that currently impedes the continuity of L and K Streets, and DDOT plans to ultimately connect K and L Streets SW all the
way through to 3rd and 6th Streets SW, respectively. These proposed street reconnections, paired with Option 2, would
divert those trips headed toward destinations along I,  L,  and K Streets SW away from M Street SW, thus relieving left turn
demands at the intersection of South Capitol Street and M Street.

FIGURE 7-3: SOUTH CAPITOL STREET / M STREET INTERSECTION MITIGATION OPTION 2

MITIGATION OPTION 3

A  third  mitigation  option  for  addressing  operations  at  South  Capitol  Street  and  M  Street  was  devised  as  a  means  of
mitigating potential conflicts between right-turning vehicles and pedestrians crossing the side street, with an emphasis on
the highest-volume conflict projected at M Street SE. The concept would entail prohibiting northbound right turns from
South Capitol Street to M Street SE during peak periods and/or special events only. Right turns on South Capitol Street would
be redirected to N and L Streets SE through the use of variable message signing upstream and downstream of the M Street
intersection. Signing at M Street could restrict the right-most northbound lane as through only during specific times. By
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eliminating right turn / pedestrian conflicts during peak periods, the capacity of the through lanes would be increased
through the intersection. While this improvement is shown in Figure 7-4 as specifically for the northbound direction, a
similar strategy could be employed for one or more problematic approaches, depending on the time of day.

FIGURE 7-4: SOUTH CAPITOL STREET / M STREET INTERSECTION MITIGATION OPTION 3

OTHER MITIGATION OPTIONS

An additional mitigation option which was considered, but which would require more research to determine the
effectiveness and safety implications, was the potential for a variable time-of-day lane use on the northbound approach,
similar to what is used in other areas of the District (such as at Chain Bridge Road, Canal Road, and Arizona Avenue NW). For
the northbound direction, the configuration would be shown with variable message signs and signal controls to provide two
through lanes and two left turn lanes at times when left turn volume demand exceed capacity of a single lane. At all other
times, the signing and signal controls would indicate one left turn lane and three through lanes for the northbound direction.

Finally, supplemental traffic control could be considered during peak periods as a mitigation option for the intersection of
South Capitol Street at M Street. As with a number of other intersections throughout the District where two major corridors
intersect, the intersection signal control could be augmented by Traffic Control Officers in order to better handle changing
vehicular demands over time and heavy conflicts between vehicles and pedestrians. One benefit of using Traffic Control
Officers is that they can make determinations to adjust the priority of any given turn movement, intersection approach, or
mode based on changing operation conditions in order to best serve all of the modes in real time.
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7.5.2. I-295 NB Ramps at Suitland Parkway

For the proposed intersection of the I-295 northbound ramps at Suitland Parkway, safety concerns were noted in the
Revised Preferred Alternative regarding the potential impacts of converting the existing loop ramps and directional ramps
from the original partial cloverleaf interchange to a set of signalized ramps as part of a modified urban diamond interchange
configuration. Specifically, the new configuration would allow vehicles to exit from northbound I-295 on the proposed new
off-ramp to Suitland Parkway, continue straight through the signalized ramp terminal intersection, and reenter I-295 via the
corresponding entrance ramp as a way to “queue-jump” (that is, bypass stopped or slow moving traffic) during times of
heavy congestion on the interstate. This phenomenon occurs in other locations throughout the metropolitan area and
degrades safety and operations of the interstate mainline and the adjacent ramp terminals.

A mitigation option was developed as a revision to the preliminary design plans for the Revised Preferred Alternative that
would deter this movement. The concept entails the use of a channelizing island at the ramp terminal, as well as an
extension to the west of the center median on Suitland Parkway between the ramp terminal and Firth Sterling Avenue. The
proposed  configuration  forces  vehicles  to  either  turn  left  or  right  at  the  end  of  the  ramp  by  channelizing  the  turn
movements and blocking the path that a vehicle would take in order to proceed onto the downstream entrance ramp.
Figure 7-5 illustrates the measures to prevent queue-jumping.

FIGURE 7-5: I-295 NB RAMPS AT SUITLAND PARKWAY

7.5.3. Howard Road at Suitland Parkway

The proposed Suitland Parkway Trail along the north side of the roadway will pass through the intersection of Howard Road
at Suitland Parkway, which is proposed as an unsignalized right-in / right-out intersection in the Revised Preferred
Alternative.  The  projected  traffic  volumes  turning  right  at  this  location  are  not  high  enough  to  warrant  a  traffic  signal.
However, potential pedestrian / vehicle conflicts could become problematic at this location if right turning movements were
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to increase substantially. Adequate gaps in vehicular traffic to facilitate a safe pedestrian crossing of Howard Road could
become infrequent and cause unacceptable delays for Suitland Parkway Trail users.

A potential mitigation measure for the issue could entail installation of a traffic signal to control the flow of vehicles and
provide alternating rights-of-way for pedestrians / bicyclists and right-turning traffic. As shown in Figure 7-6, movements in
like colors could proceed together and then alternately stop to reduce conflicts and ensure sufficient crossing times for
Suitland Parkway Trail users. This configuration would provide a two-phase crossing of Howard Road, so the triangular
pedestrian refuge island between the inbound and outbound lanes of the roadway would need to be of sufficient area to
handle pedestrian and bicyclists together adequately.

FIGURE 7-6: SUITLAND PARKWAY / SUITLAND PARKWAY TRAIL AT HOWARD ROAD SE
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2011 2013 CRASH SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR SELECTED FREEWAY
SEGMENTS IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

BACKGROUND

District Department of Transportation (DDOT) maintains crash records for roadways and
intersections within the boundaries of the District of Columbia. Crashes in the District that
are recorded by the Metropolitan Police Department (MPD) become an official record
stored in DDOT’s Traffic Accident Reporting and Analysis System (TARAS). The accident
reports generated by MPD (using PD-10s) seek to identify crash features such as crash
type, severity, weather, roadway conditions, and lighting conditions for each crash. TARAS
has the capability of aggregating crashes within or on given segment or at an intersection
and summarizing the data in an Accident Summary Report (i.e. R-8 or R-7).

This section provides the summary of crashes for the three-year period from 2011 to 2013
based on data obtained from MPD's PD-10s for four freeway segments in the southwestern
and southeastern quadrants of the District. The segments whose crash summary reports
are reported are presented in Table and also depicted in Figure 1:

Table 1: Crash Study Segments

Freeway From To

I-695 (Southeast Freeway) 11th Street Bridge, SE I-395

DC 295 (Anacostia Freeway) 11th St Bridge, SE
miles north of

Pennsylvania Ave, SE
interchange

I-295 (Anacostia Freeway) miles south of Malcolm
Ave, SE interchange 11th St Bridge, SE Exit

I-395 (Southwest Freeway) Potomac River 3rd Street, SW Tunnel
Entrance
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Figure 1: Map of Study Freeway Segments

CRASH DATA ANALYSIS

Frequency of Crashes for 2011-2013

The frequency and percentage of crashes recorded on the study segments for the period
from 2011 to 2013 are respectively presented in Figures and 3. During this three-year
period, total of 57 crashes were reported. The highest number of crashes occurred on
Interstate 295 (47% of the total number of crashes), whereas Interstate 395 experienced
the least (11%) total number of crashes.

LEGEND
I-695 (Southeast Freeway)

DC 295 (Anacostia Freeway)
I-295 (Anacostia Freeway)
I-395 (Southwest Freeway)
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Figure 2: Frequency of Crashes on Freeway Segments from 2011-2013

Figure 3: Percentage of Crashes on Freeway Segments from 2011-2013

Crashes by Severity for 2011-2013

The crash data was reviewed and categorized by severity. Table 2, Figures and present
the summary of crashes by severity based on the following categories:

Property Damage Only (PDO)
Bodily Injury (both visible and/or internal)
Fatality

From Table (and Figure 4), approximately 56 percent of the total crashes resulted in property
damages, while no fatalities were recorded during the three year period. Figure shows the
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breakdown of crashes by severity for the four segments. From the figure, and depicts the statistics
of crash severity byI-295 recorded the highest number of both property damages and injury during
the three year period.

Table 2: Frequency and Crash Percentages by Severity Types

Freeway Segment Total
Crashes

Property
Damage Only

Injury
Crashes Fatal Crashes

I-695 11 (45.5%) (54.5%) (0.0%)
DC 295 (69.2%) (30.8%) (0.0%)
I-295 27 16 (59.3%) 11 (40.7%) (0.0%)
I-395 (33.3%) (66.7%) (0.0%)
Total 53 30 (56.6%) 23 (43.4%) (0.0%)

Figure 4: Percent of Crashes by Severity Type

57%

43%

0%

Percent Total of Crash Severity Type

Property Damage Only

Injury Crashes

Fatal Crashes
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Figure 5: Frequency of Crashes by Severity Type

Crashes by Collision Type

The District has adopted some of the standard definition set by the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) in relation to types of collisions. Currently, the District’s Accident Summary
Report (R8) makes reference to 14 types crashes; 13 of which are specific to the point of impact
(where) and what vehicle hits in collision. The last category labeled “other” is intended to
capture crashes that do not meet the 13 standard types of crashes.

The standard types of crashes that occurred along the study segments are defined below:

Right Angle – The intended direction of travel is perpendicular for both drivers and
there is side impact of approximately 90 degrees. This type of crash typically occurs at
intersections.
Left Turn – The intention of one driver involved is to make left turn.
Rear End - The vehicles are traveling in the same direction, one behind the other, and no
turn is involved.
Side Swiped - Vehicles traveling in the same direction making side contact are
considered sideswiped. These crashes include vehicle that spins out of control and
makes contact with another vehicle traveling in the same direction regardless of points
of contact on the vehicles. Sideswipe crashes differ from Right Angle crashes in that
Sideswipe is glancing impact and should not in itself stop the forward movement of the
vehicle.
Head On - The intended direction of travel of both vehicles is toward each other.
Fixed Object – single vehicle struck an object that is part of the roadway infrastructure
or environment. Crashes involving debris are not considered fixed object.
Ran Off Road – single vehicle ran off the road without interaction with another vehicle.
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The frequency crashes by collision type and their corresponding percentages over the three-year
period are summarized in Tables and 4.

Table 3: Frequencies of Crashes by Collision Type

Table 4: Percentage of Crashes by Collision Type

Freeway Total
Crashes

Right
Angle

Left
Turn

Right
Turn

Rear
End

Side
Swiped

Head
On Parked

Fixed
Object

Ran
Off

Road

Ped.
Involve Backing Non

Collision

Under
/Over
Ride

Unspec.

I-695 11 0.0% 9.1% 0.0% 27.3% 27.3% 0.0% 0.0% 27.3% 9.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
DC

295 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 55.6% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 7.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

I-295 27 3.7% 0.0% 0.0% 48.1% 22.2% 7.4% 0.0% 11.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.7% 0.0% 3.7%
I-395 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 16.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Totals 53 1.9% 1.8% 0.0% 45.3% 26.4% 3.8% 0.0% 15.0% 1.9% 0.0% 0.0% 1.9% 0.0% 1.9%

It can be inferred from Tables and that the predominant crashes on the segments were Rear-
End, Sideswipe, Fixed Object, and Head-On collision types. Rear-end type of crashes accounted for
45.3% of the total number of crashes within the three year period. In addition, sideswipe crashes
accounted for 26.4% of the total crashes. Fixed object and head-on collisions respectively
accounted for 15 and 3.8 percent of the total crashes.

Other Crash Classifications

Crashes were also classified based on the weather, roadway surface conditions, lighting conditions,
as well as contributory factors to crashes. These are summarized and respectively presented in
Tables 5, 6, and 8.

Table 5: Frequency and Percent of Crash Types due to Weather Conditions

Freeway Total
Crashes Clear Rain Snow Sleet/

Hail Fog /Mist CrossWind/
Blowing Sand Unspecified

I- 695 11 (72.7%) (27.3%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%)
DC 295 (92.3%) (7.7%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%)
I- 295 27 19 (70.4%) (18.5%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (7.4%) (0.0%) (3.7%)
I- 395 (100.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%)

Totals 53 42 (79.2%) 8
(15.1%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (3.8%) (0.0%) (1.9%)

Freeway Total
Crashes

Right
Angle

Left
Turn

Right
Turn

Rear
End

Side
Swiped

Head
On Parked

Fixed
Object

Ran Off
Road

Ped.
InvolvedBacking Non

Collision

Under/
Over
Ride

Unspec.

I-695 11
DC 295
I-295 27 13
I-395
Totals 53 24 14
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Table 6: Frequency and Percent of Crashes as Result of Roadway Surface
Conditions

Freeway Total
Crashes Dry Wet Snow/Ice Slush Water/

Sand Repairing Unspecified

I- 695 11 (72.7%) (27.3%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%)
DC 295 (92.3%) (7.7%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%)
I- 295 27 18 (66.7%) (22.2%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (11.1%)
I- 395 (100.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%)

Totals 53 41 (77.4%) 9
(17.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (5.7%)

Table 7: Frequency and Percent of Crash Types as Result of Lighting Conditions

Freeway Total
Crashes Daylight Dawn/

Dusk
Dark

(Lighted)

Dark/
(Not

Lighted)

Dark(Unknown
Lighting) Unspecified

I- 695 11 (63.6%) (9.1%) (27.3%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%)
DC 295 9 7 (69.2%) (0.0%) 2(30.8%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%)
I- 295 27 15 (55.6%) (0.0%) (25.9%) (7.4%) (3.7%) (7.4%)
I- 395 6 (66.7%) (0.0%) (33.3%) (0.0%) (0.0%) (0.0%)
Totals 53 33 (62.3%) (1.9%) 14 (26.4%) (3.8%) (1.9%) (3.8%)

From the tables, the majority of the collisions occurred under clear weather (79.2%), dry roadway
surface (77.4%), and daylight (62.3%) conditions

Table 8: Frequency of Contributing Factors to Crashes

Freeway Vehicles
Involved

Driver:
Speed

Driver:
Alcohol/

Drug

Driver:
Electronic

Device

Driver:
Others Vehicle Roadway Unspecified

I- 695 19 0 (0.0%) 1 (5.3%) 0 (0.0%) 5 (26.3%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 13 (68.4%)

DC 295 15 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 3 (20.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 12 (80.0%)

I- 295 49 3 (6.1%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 8 (16.3%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (2.0%) 37 (75.5%)

I- 395 14 1 (7.1%) 1 (7.1%) 0 (0.0%) 2 (14.3%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 10 (71.4%)

Totals 97 5 (4.1%) 2 (2.1%) 0 (0.0%) 19 (18.6%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (1.0%) 78 (74.2%)

In terms of the contributing factors that influenced crashes in the study area, speeding accounted
for approximately percent of all the crashes. The contributory factors of approximately 75% of
the crashes were unspecified. Only 18% of the total crashes were attributed to other driver-related
factors. According to the police accident reports, no crash occurred as result of vehicle failure or
due to electronic devices. However, in two instances, drivers were cited for driving under the
influence of drug or alcohol (DUI). Only one crash was related to slick roadway conditions.
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review of the PD10s revealed that many of the collisions ended up being recorded as hit and run
since approximately 35% of drivers fled the scene after collision. There were also five instances
where the initial collision resulted in multi-vehicle collision.
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appendix k
correspondence
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submitted by:



u. s. COM MIS SION 0 F FIN EAR T S
 
1i5TABLISHED BY CONGRESS 17 MAY 1910 

401 F STREET NW SUITE 312 WASHINGTON DC 20001-2728 202-504-2200 FAX 202-504-2·195 WWWCFA.GOV 

27 September 2013 

Dear Mr. Nichoison: 

In its meeting of 19 September, the Commission of Fine Arts reviewed the proposed replacement 
of the Frederick Douglass Bridge and its approaches at South Capitol Street and the Anacostia 
River. The Commission raised nllmerous concerns about the design and procurement process, 
and did not take an action pending further development and clarification of the proposal. 

In their discussion, the Commission members emphasized the necessity for a strong design idea 
for this important and prominently visible civic infrastructure. They commented that the presented 
design is little advanced from the nearby uninspired highway bridges built in the last six decades, 
including the existing Frederick Douglass Bridge and the recently completed 11 th Street bridge. 
They observed that this project provides the opportunity for a more contemporary approach worthy 
of this symbolic link within the core of Washington, and they encouraged further exploration of a 
bolder bridge design. 

The Commission members acknowledged that the presented design is intended as guidance for a 
future design-build team rather than a firm commitment to construct the projectas proposed, and 
they expressed discomfort with the potential loss of quality that mayresult within the design-build 
process. They suggested that the process could be structured to obtain amore inspired design 
than was presented, adding that an alternative approach with broader performance-based design 
criteria could be developed into a more innovative proposal. They urged that the selection panel 
for the design-build team include designers, arid that the scoring process give greatweight to 
design quality and the strength of a guiding idea for the project. 

Regarding the planning for the project asa whole, the Commission members supported the 
.proposed oval open spaces at each end of the bridge and encouraged further development of this 
concept. However, they recommended further consideration of the open spaces as places that 
would be experienced by people and as potential commemorative sites, rather than emphasizing the 
solving of engineering issues such as storm water management. In general, they recommended a 
bolder approach to relating the two sides of the river, commenting that the oval spaces at the ends of 
the bridge could provide a visual marker for the transition to the opposite side of the river, such as 
from the south axis of the U.S. Capitol. They observed that the traditional dichotomy of central and 
outer neighborhoods is currently evolving, and the design of the new bridge should emphasize both 
ends as important urban neighborhoods. 

The Commissioillooks forward to further review of this important project that will shape the
 
appearance of the Anacostia River and adjacent neighborhoods of the nation's capital. As always,
 
the staff is available to assist you with the next submission.
 

Thomas E. Luebke,FAlA
 
Secretary
 

Ronaldo Nicholson, Chief Engineer
 
D.C. Department of Transportation
 
55 M Street, SE, Suite 400
 
Washington, DC 20003-_,
 

cc:	 SanjayKumar, D.C. Department of Transportation
 
Peter May, National Park Service .
 



















































































GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

E)istrict Departlnent of the Environment

Office of the Director

★ ★ ★

Ejigneh Simie, PE
Project Manager
Infrastructure Proj ect Management Administration
District Department of Transportation
Baltimore, MD 21203-17 15

Re: Comments on the SFEIS for the South Capitol Bridge Project

Dear Mr. Simie:

On behalf of the District Department of the Environment's role as a cooperating agency,
(DDOE), I am submitting specific comments on the SFEIS for the South Capitol Bridge project.

Remediation of known and potential contamination

Based on a review of select documents that make up the SFEIS, the documents summarize sites
with existing contamination in relation to the proposed project. DDOE has been working with
DDOT and CH2MHILL regarding the proposed project and identifying the sites of concern that
have known contamination or potential contamination. However, DDOE has to be notified when
the project kicks off and areas of contamination are identified so that DDOE will work with the
responsible party/parties regarding potential work plans for delineation and/or remediation. In
addition, since corrective action or remedial action plans for the sites may be needed, DDOE will
work with all parties to finalize these documents as well.

Floodolain Manasement

The project site is within a high risk flood zone--Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHA) or 100-
year floodplain--designated as Zone AE in accordance with the Flood Insurance Rate Map
(FIRM), eflective date September 27,2010. Any development in SFHA is subject to
requirements of DC's floodplain regulations: DCMR 20, Chapter 3l - Flood Hazard, Rules and
flood provisions of DCMR 12 - DC Construction Codes Supplement of 2008 or the latest
amendment.

DiSTRICr greenforward
DEPARTMENT
OF THE
ENVIRONMENT 1200 First st. NE, 5ft Floor, washington, DC 2ooo2 ltel:202.53s.2600 lweb:ddoe.dc.gov



The District Department of the Environment (DDOE) is the Floodplain Administrator and the
National Flood Insurance Program (l.lFIP) coordinating agency for the District of Columbia.
DDOE, in coordination with the DC Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs (DCRA)
and other DC agencies, reviews and approves any development in SFHA in compliance with
floodplain regulations. More information on the floodplain management program, please visit:
htto://ddoe.dc.gov/serviceifloodolain-management. In addition, Publications ASCE 24, Flood
Resistant Design and Construction and ASCE 7 provide techniques and protective measures and
flood load design criteria including dry floodproohng flood resistant materials in order to meet
above requirements.

The District Department of the Environment will like to know if the future development will
consider the impact ofthe hurricane storm surge and the impact sea level rise in the region.
According to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and FEMA report on Washington,
DC Metropolitan Area Hurricane Storm Surge Mapping, dated June 2009, the storm surge
elevations in this area are 6.8, 12.6, 18.1, 26.1 Feet (NGVD 1929) for hurricane Categories I, II,
III, and IV, respectively. For more information: htto:/iddoe.dc.gov/floodplainmao

Air Oualitv

Where applicable, 20 DCMR 800, Control of Asbestos, must be followed during demolition or
renovation ofexisting structures at the project site. Ifany soil vapor extraction or groundwater
remediation is required at the site, the project developer must comply with the requirements of
20 DCMR 717, Soil and Groundwater Remediation. Especially during construction, fugitive dust
must be controlled by methods ensuring compliance with 20 DCMR 605, Control of Fugitive
Dust.

In addition, Any installation offuel buming equipment (such as boilers) with heat input ratings
greater than 5 MMBTU/hr, stationary generators, or other stationary air pollutant emitting
equipment will need to go through a separate air quality permitting process prior to their
construction being initiated. Permiuing information and application forms can be found at
http://ddoe.dc.qov/service/apply-air-pollutant-permit. Questions about this process can be
directed to the Air Quality Permiuing Branch at 202-535-1747. Any stationary engines or
generators with associated engines to be located at the site (including for construction purposes)
for a period in excess of 12 months are considered stationary sources and must also obtain an air
quality permit as described in #4 above. Note that it is not permissible to swap out equipment to
be used for the same purpose at the site to avoid the 12 month trigger.

Water Oualitv

1. Section 2.2.2.1 Submerged Aquatic vegetation (SAV), notes that an annual SAV survey
is conducted by DDOE. As SAV beds can change, please continue to check with
DDOE to ensure that SAV are not impacted during the life of the project.
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2.

3.

4.

5.

Section 2.2.2.2 notes that the benthic macro invertebrate community has degraded from
2003 to 2005. As the bridge construction is expected to cause considerable impact to the
river, DDOT should conduct pre- and post-construction surveys to determine changes in
the benthic macro invertebrate community as a result of these activities and discuss what
mitigation measures may be proposed.
Section 2.2.4, Environmental Consequences and Section 2.2.4.3 Revised Preferred
Alternative. The document mentions that cofferdams may be used during bridge pier
construction. While there are advantages to using cofferdams, sediments will be
disturbed during placement and removal. Please include that impervious turbidity
curtains will be used to minimize migration of sediments.
According to the FEIS, Appendix E, Natural Resources Technical Report, Section
2.2.4.3 Revised Preferred Alternative, impacts to aquatic biota, primarily fish, would be
expected to be minimal. Please show the extent of the proposed sediment disturbance in
the river so DDOE can evaluate this statement.
Based on the DDOT document Geotechnical Data Report South Capitol Street Corridor

Phase I - Segments 1 and 2 dated May 6, 2014, the sediments underlying the bridge are

impacted with organic and inorganic contaminants. In particular, at BR-04, PCBs (e.g.,
PCB 1248 - 660 ppm; PCB 1254 - 530 ppm and PCB 1260 - 1,000 ppm) were
identified in all samples. However, the most contaminated interval appeared to be at 6 -
8 feet below ground surface. At other sampling locations mentioned in the report, the
level of contaminants may not be present at such levels or not discernable as long
sampling intervals were used in many instances. These long intervals could potentially
introduce dilution of contaminant concentrations. DDOE is aware of a layer of legacy
contaminants in the Anacostia River that is capped by less contaminated sediments. If
the highest legacy contaminant concentrations are at the 6 - 8 foot interval in the
vicinity of the bridge, the cofferdams could disturb this layer and cause a new more
contaminated layer to settle on the top of the existing less contaminated "cap" in the
river. DDOT should conduct pre- and post- construction sampling to determine any
changes to the uppermost sediment layer and address any impacts as appropriate.

Please be aware that thc Dist五 ct Department ofthe En宙 rolllment claimsjllrisdiction over the

wetlands and streallns within the limit ofdistllrbance(LOD)ofthe SOuth Capitol Street Bridge

ptteCt.Mitigation may be required for perrnanent impacts to the wetlands or strearns and that

in―kind restoration is required for any temporary ilnpacts.

If you have any questions,please do not hesitatc to contact at          Or Diane
Douglas tt diane.dottlasのdc=2ov.

Ibrahim Bullo
Environmental Review C oordinator/ FO IA Offrcer
District Department of the Environment
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September 30, 2014 
 

 

Mr. Michael Hicks  

Environmental Manager 

District of Columbia Division 

Federal Highway Administration 

1990 K Street, NW Suite 510 

Washington, DC 20006-1103 
 
Ref: South Capitol Street Project, Revised Section 106 Assessment of Effects to Historic Properties 

and Draft Amended Memorandum of Agreement 

Washington, District of Columbia  

 

Dear Mr. Hicks: 

 

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) has completed its review of the Federal Highway 

Administration’s (FHWA’s) report titled: “South Capitol Street: Section 106 Assessment of Effects for 

Historic Properties” (July 2014), and the draft Amended Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement 

(MOA) prepared for the South Capitol Street Project.  We received the documents on August 18 and 

August 21, 2014, respectively. Overall, the redesign of the project appears to have been done 

thoughtfully, and in the interest of minimizing the impact on the many important historic sites and 

buildings in the area of potential effects.  We concur with FHWA’s revised area of potential effects, as 

depicted in the Effects Report and the determination of adverse effect made pursuant to 36 CFR 800.5(a) 

for the L’Enfant Plan of the City of Washington DC, a National Historic Landmark. The overall project 

will, therefore, have an adverse effect on historic properties. We agree with the recommendations 

transmitted by Andrew Lewis of the District of Columbia State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) in 

his letter of September 18, 2014.   

 

Based on the information provided, we do not object to FHWA’s finding that direct effects of the 

undertaking on other historic properties in the area of potential effects will not be adverse. We do, 

however, ask that FHWA and the District Department of Transportation (DDOT) meet with consulting 

parties, including the ACHP, to discuss avoidance of indirect effects associated with construction 

vibrations, haul routes, and temporary traffic re-routing, which have been raised by the Capitol Hill 

Restoration Society (CHRS) in its email transmitted to you on September 14, 2014. We are in agreement 

with CHRS that the promised environmental commitments to ensure that audible, visual, and vibratory 

effects should be developed in consultation with the Section 106 consulting parties, and addressed in the 

amended MOA.  
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For the draft Amended MOA, we provide the following technical comments:  

 

1. Please add a new WHEREAS clause after the second WHEREAS, stating:  

 

“WHEREAS, the FHWA, National Capitol Planning Commission (NCPC), DC SHPO, ACHP, 

and DDOT executed an MOA effective as of December 13, 2011, to address the effects of the 

South Capitol Street Project’s Preferred Alternative; and  

 

2. The current third WHEREAS clause should also include the regulatory basis for the amendment. 

For example:   

 

“WHEREAS, the Revised Preferred Alternative introduced elements and altered project plans, 

requiring Section 106 reassessments, resulting in this Amended MOA, which was executed in 

accordance with Stipulation VIII of the 2011 MOA and 35 CFR 800.6 (b)(2); and  

 

3. Please delete the WHEREAS clause on page 3 that reads: “WHEREAS FHWA notified ACHP of 

the potential adverse effect on the L’Enfant Plan from the Undertaking….”.  The ACHP is 

participating in the development of this amendment because we are a signatory to the 2011 MOA.   

 

The mitigation measures in the amended MOA are fine, as far as they go. The project development team 

needs to give serious consideration to the additional measures proposed by the SHPO (September 18, 

2014 letter), and carry out additional consultation among the Section 106 consulting parties to identify 

meaningful measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate the potential adverse effects to the historic 

properties.     

 

Your consideration of these additional recommendations is appreciated. If you have any questions, please 

contact Mr. Chris Wilson at 202-517-0229 or by e-mail at cwilson@achp.gov. 

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

 

Charlene Dwin Vaughn, AICP 

Assistant Director 

Federal Permitting, Licensing, and Assistance Section 

Office of Federal Agency Programs 
 

 

 

mailto:cwilson@achp.gov


GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 

 

1100 4th Street, SW, Suite E650, Washington, DC 20024  Phone: 202-442-7600, Fax: 202-442-7638 

September 18, 2014 

 

Mr. Michael Hicks, Environmental Manager 

Federal Highway Administration  

District of Columbia Division 

1990 K Street, NW, Suite 501 

Washington, DC  20006-1103 

 

RE: South Capitol Street Project; Revised Section 106 Assessment of Effects Report – July 2014  

 

Dear Mr. Hicks: 

 

Thank you for providing the DC State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) with a copy of the above-referenced 

Revised Section 106 Assessment of Effects Report (Report).  We have reviewed the document and are writing to 

provide additional comments regarding effects on historic properties in accordance with Section 106 of the 

National Historic Preservation Act and the South Capitol Street Project Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) that 

was executed for the original project in December of 2011.   

 

By way of brief background, the Report was prepared to respond to significant changes to the previously 

approved project plans.  Some of the more notable revisions include realignment of the proposed replacement 

bridge; development of a larger traffic oval east of the river which will be nearly identical to the oval on the west 

side of the river; and design modifications that will allow the Martin Luther King Jr. Bridge over Suitland 

Parkway to be preserved rather than significantly altered as previously proposed.  For general comparative 

purposes, a copy of the previously approved plans is provided below (on the left) beside an image reflecting the 

most recent project proposal (on the right).   

 

                     



1100 4th Street, SW, Suite E650, Washington, DC 20024  Phone: 202-442-7600, Fax: 202-442-7638 
 

Mr. Michael Hicks  

South Capitol Street Project; Revised Section 106 Assessment of Effects Report- July 2014  
September 18, 2014 

Page 2 

 

A revised Area of Potential Effect (APE) was also developed to respond to the changes in the project.  Since the 

original APE has been expanded to take into account the indirect effects (e.g. visual and audible effects associated 

with construction of the new bridge) on the Washington Navy Yard and other historic properties along the 

Anacostia River, the U.S. Capitol and a few other areas where the original limits of disturbance have been altered, 

we concur that the revised APE is sufficient for identifying the effects of the revised project.   

 

With regard to archaeology, we point out that deeply buried resources have been discovered within the APE since 

the project’s original archaeological investigations were completed.  These resources were located approximately 

22 to 23 feet below the surface near the site of DC Water’s proposed new pumping station (Site 51SE071, DC 

SHPO Archaeological Report 435).  There is potential for other deeply buried resources to exist outside of the 

made land in other areas of Poplar Point, but since it does not appear that the revised APE for direct effects will 

reach these depths, any such resources would not be affected so we concur that the project will have “no effect” 

on archaeological resources.  However, if further changes are proposed for the work within Segment 2, additional 

consultation regarding potential effects on archaeological resources will be necessary.   

 
After a careful review of the assessments of effects for each of the historic built environment properties within the 

revised APE, we also concur with the findings of the Report, including the recommendation that the project will 

have “no adverse effect” on the Suitland Parkway.  As a result, it appears that the only property that will be 

adversely affected by the South Capitol Street Project is the Plan of the City of Washington (commonly referred 

to as the L’Enfant Plan), but we will be unable to complete our assessment of effects until we resolve the 

eligibility of the one newly evaluated property within in the APE – the Capitol Skyline Hotel.   

 

The Capitol Skyline Hotel, constructed in 1962, was evaluated as part of the original consultation process but 

recommended as not eligible, primarily because it had not yet reached 50 years of age and did not appear to meet 

the National Register Criteria Consideration G requirement of “exceptional importance.”   The Capitol Skyline 

Hotel Determination of Eligibility (DOE) Form included in the Report also suggests the building is not eligible 

based predominantly on the notion that “…the building lacks the flamboyance and whimsical qualities associated 

with Morris Lapidus’ more prominent works…” and the fact that the hotel “…was not among the first buildings 

commissioned or designed in the new Southwest quadrant.”  We do not concur with these findings and note that 

the Southwest Neighborhood Association (SWNA) recently contacted us regarding their concerns about these 

findings as well.   

 

Although Morris Lapidus is certainly well known for his imaginative architectural works in Miami, the DOE 

acknowledges that his work in Washington, DC was designed to respond to its context.  With this in mind, the 

determination of eligibility should be based more upon a comparison of the Skyline Hotel with Lapidus’ other 

works in Washington, DC than with his designs in tropical climates.  And since Lapidus contributed to the 

advancement of Modernism within the city, it is important that the determination draw heavily upon the study 

entitled DC Modern: A Context for Modernism in the District of Columbia, 1945-1976.   In our view, the fact that 

the building was not among the first constructed in the Southwest Urban Renewal Area is not a particularly 

convincing argument for ineligibility, but if being a “first” is noteworthy, one could argue that the Capitol Skyline 

was the quadrant’s first hotel. 

 

In order to complete the review process for the revised project, we request that the Capitol Skyline Hotel DOE 

Form be revised as described above and resubmitted along with an analysis of the effects of the project on the 

hotel – assuming it is determined eligible as we suspect it should be.   Based upon our understanding of the 

relatively limited work proposed within the vicinity of the building, we anticipate that the project is likely to have 

“no adverse effect” on the hotel as it does on the adjacent, former DC Dog Pound.   
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Regardless of the determinations of eligibility and effect for the Capitol Skyline Hotel, the overall project will 

continue to have an adverse effect on historic properties due to the adverse effects on the L’Enfant Plan which are 

described in the Report.   The revisions to the project will also necessitate an amendment to the previously 

executed MOA.  We will provide detailed comments on the draft amended MOA as soon as we are able, but note 

that final decisions regarding the agreement and its existing mitigation measures – specifically restoration of 

Reservations 243, 245 and 245 – cannot be made until questions about how the proposed new soccer stadium 

might affect the project area are addressed in more detail.    

 

Even if the stadium project ultimately precludes restoration of some, or all of the triangle parks, however, we 

believe that additional mitigation measures should be identified because the previous measures were relatively 

modest – especially when considering that restoration of Reservation 244 was only to be carried out “if feasible” 

and that we still do not have a definite answer to that question even though several years have passed since the 

MOA was finalized.  Additional mitigation measures might include, but not necessarily be limited to: 

 

 Restoration of the historic WASA Poplar Point Pump Station and implementation of a landscape plan 

around the facility.  Although the previously proposed traffic circle will no longer be constructed around 

this historic property and no adverse effects will result, the pump station will continue to be highly visible 

in its location immediate south of the new traffic oval east of the river and the project could benefit 

greatly if the pump station’s exterior were to be restored and its site improved by landscaping;    

 

 Finalizing revisions to the draft National Register of Historic Places nomination package for Anacostia 

Park that was prepared as a result of the 11
th
 Street Bridges project;   

 

 Formalizing some of the measures that are already recommended in the Report such as the role of the 

“Aesthetics Review Committee” and the Visual Quality Manual in developing the designs for the 

replacement bridge, streetscape and other design elements of the project, and 

 

 Other mitigation measures that are related to the historic properties within the APE.  

 

We look forward to continuing consultation, amending the existing MOA and completing the Section 106 review 

for the revised project.  In the meantime, please contact me at andrew.lewis@dc.gov or 202-442-8841 if you 

should have any questions or comments regarding the historic built environment. Questions or comments relating 

to archaeology should be directed to Ruth Trocolli at ruth.trocolli@dc.gov or 202-442-8836.  Thank you for 

providing this additional opportunity to review and comment. 

  

Sincerely, 

 

 

C. Andrew Lewis 

Senior Historic Preservation Specialist 

DC State Historic Preservation Office  

 
07-001 

cc: Carol Legard, ACHP 

Carolyn Washburn, CH2MHill  
EJ Simie, DDOT  

Jennifer Hirsch, NCPC 

Kael Anderson, SWNA 
Kate Birmingham, NPS  

Shauna Holmes, CHRS 

mailto:andrew.lewis@dc.gov
mailto:ruth.trocolli@dc.gov
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South Capitol Street
Environmental Justice Noise Table

L-1

Receptor
Name Description

Activity
Category

NAC
(dBA)

Existing
(dBA)

2040
No Build

Alternative (dBA)

2040 Revised
Preferred

Alternative (dBA)

Difference
Revised Preferred
vs. Existing (dBA)

Difference
Revised Preferred

vs. No Build
(dBA)

CNE-1: Suitland Parkway between west of Stanton Road SE and Martin Luther King Jr. Avenue SE
741 Sayles Place Apartments B 66 59 58 58 -0.3 0.0
739 Sayles Place Apartments B 66 49 49 49 -0.2 0.1
738 Sayles Place Apartments B 66 46 45 45 -0.1 0.1

1981 Sayles Place Apartments B 66 54 54 54 -0.2 0.1
1969 Sayles Place Apartments B 66 47 47 47 0.2 0.5
1965 Sayles Place Apartments playground C 66 55 55 56 1.5 1.8
1964 Sayles Place Apartments basketball

court
C 66 57 57 58 0.8 1.1

1963 Sayles Place Apartments B 66 56 56 58 2.2 2.5
1945 Sayles Place Apartments B 66 60 60 60 0.0 0.3
1944 Sayles Place Apartments B 66 61 60 61 -0.1 0.2
1943 Sayles Place Apartments B 66 59 59 59 0.2 0.4
1942 Anticipated future residential

development (front)
G/B 66 N/A N/A 64 N/A N/A

1942 Anticipated future residential
development  (back)

G/B 66 N/A N/A 61 N/A N/A

1935 Macedonia Baptist Church C 66 55 55 55 0.0 0.2
1934 Townhouse B 66 56 56 57 0.5 0.8
1933 Oxford Manor Apartments B 66 55 55 56 0.6 0.8
1931 Apartments B 66 56 56 57 0.8 1.0
1930 Duplex B 66 57 57 57 0.3 0.5
1929 Duplex B 66 55 54 55 0.4 0.7
1928 Duplex B 66 55 55 56 0.3 0.5
1926 Sheridan Station Condominiums B 66 63 62 63 0.0 0.4
1925 Sheridan Station Condominiums B 66 60 60 60 -0.1 0.3
1924 Sheridan Station Condominiums B 66 54 54 55 0.2 0.5

CNE-1: Suitland Parkway between west of Stanton Road SE and Martin Luther King Jr. Avenue SE (continued)
1923 Sheridan Station playground C 66 55 54 54 -0.2 0.1
1920 Children’s Center building C 66 60 60 63 2.6 2.6



South Capitol Street
Environmental Justice Noise Table

L-2

Receptor
Name Description

Activity
Category

NAC
(dBA)

Existing
(dBA)

2040
No Build

Alternative (dBA)

2040 Revised
Preferred

Alternative (dBA)

Difference
Revised Preferred
vs. Existing (dBA)

Difference
Revised Preferred

vs. No Build
(dBA)

1919 Bethlehem Baptist Church C 66 60 60 61 0.9 0.6
1849 Martin Luther King, Jr. (MLK) Child

Development Center office
C 66 53 53 53 -0.1 0.2

1848 MLK Child Development Center office C 66 53 53 53 0.1 0.3
1847 Townhomes B 66 55 55 55 0.0 0.2
1846 Townhomes B 66 53 53 53 0.1 0.1
1843 Townhomes B 66 54 55 55 0.7 0.0
1840 Townhomes B 66 61 62 62 1.3 0.0
1835 Townhomes B 66 58 58 57 -0.8 -1.2
1830 Townhomes B 66 57 57 56 -0.7 -1.2
1826 Townhomes B 66 59 59 59 0.1 -0.7
1824 Townhomes B 66 59 61 61 1.1 0.0
1819 Parkway House Apartments B 66 55 55 54 -0.2 -0.1
1818 Parkway House Apartments B 66 54 54 55 0.1 0.2
1817 Parkway House Apartments B 66 55 55 55 -0.1 0.0
1816 Parkway House Apartments B 66 55 55 55 -0.1 0.1
1815 Parkway House Apartments B 66 55 55 55 -0.1 0.1
1814 Parkway House Apartments B 66 56 55 56 0.1 0.3
1813 Parkway House Apartments B 66 54 54 54 0.5 0.6
1812 Parkway House Apartments B 66 51 50 51 0.4 0.6
1811 Parkway House Apartments B 66 51 51 52 0.5 0.7
1810 Parkway House Apartments B 66 52 52 52 0.3 0.6
1809 Parkway House Apartments B 66 53 53 54 0.2 0.4
1800 Matthews Memorial Baptist Church

apartments
B 66 58 58 58 0.3 0.5

CNE-1: Suitland Parkway between west of Stanton Road SE and Martin Luther King Jr. Avenue SE (continued)
1798 Matthews Memorial Baptist Church

apartments
B 66 55 55 55 0.7 0.3

1797 Matthews Memorial Baptist Church
apartments

B 66 57 57 58 1.1 0.3



South Capitol Street
Environmental Justice Noise Table

L-3

Receptor
Name Description

Activity
Category

NAC
(dBA)

Existing
(dBA)

2040
No Build

Alternative (dBA)

2040 Revised
Preferred

Alternative (dBA)

Difference
Revised Preferred
vs. Existing (dBA)

Difference
Revised Preferred

vs. No Build
(dBA)

1796 Matthews Memorial Baptist Church
apartments

B 66 61 62 63 1.3 0.2

1795 Single-family residence B 66 60 61 61 1.0 0.2
1794 Single-family residence B 66 60 61 61 1.1 0.2
1793 Matthews Memorial Baptist Church

playground
C 66 58 58 58 0.4 0.3

1792 Matthews Memorial Baptist Church
playground

C 66 59 59 60 0.4 0.6

1783 Duplex residence B 66 58 58 59 1.0 1.2
1782 Duplex residence B 66 56 56 57 0.4 0.6
1781 Duplex residence B 66 55 55 55 -0.1 0.1
1780 Duplex residence B 66 54 54 54 0.0 0.2
1779 Duplex residence B 66 54 53 54 0.0 0.3
1778) Matthews Memorial Baptist Church

duplex
B 66 53 52 53 0.3 0.5

1777 Matthews Memorial Baptist Church C 66 64 65 65 1.2 0.0
1776 Campbell AME Church house B 66 61 61 60 -0.7 -0.6
1775 Campbell AME Church C 66 64 65 64 0.4 -0.3
1774 Campbell AME Church C 66 63 63 63 0.3 -0.3
1735 New Parkchester Housing Cooperative B 66 63 64 64 1.5 0.3
1734 Holy Temple Church C 66 64 65 65 1.4 0.3
1733 Solid Rock Baptist Church C 66 63 64 64 1.3 0.3
1732 Apartments B 66 63 64 64 1.2 0.2
1731 Apartments B 66 63 64 64 1.2 0.2

CNE-2: Suitland Parkway between Martin Luther King Jr. Avenue SE and I-295
1916 United House of Prayer for All People C 66 62 63 62 0.2 -0.8
1915 Thurgood Marshall Academy C 66 61 61 61 0.1 -0.3
1914 Savoy basketball court C 66 63 63 63 -0.1 -0.8
1913 Savoy playground C 66 64 64 63 -0.2 -0.8
1910 A. Kiger Savoy School C 66 62 61 62 0.0 0.3



South Capitol Street
Environmental Justice Noise Table

L-4

Receptor
Name Description

Activity
Category

NAC
(dBA)

Existing
(dBA)

2040
No Build

Alternative (dBA)

2040 Revised
Preferred

Alternative (dBA)

Difference
Revised Preferred
vs. Existing (dBA)

Difference
Revised Preferred

vs. No Build
(dBA)

1767 Excel Academy playground (back) C 66 58 58 59 0.5 0.7
1766 Excel Academy playground (front) C 66 61 61 61 0.0 0.2
1765 Barry Farm Recreation Center (future

phase)
G/C 66 N/A 60 60 N/A 0.9

17641 Barry Farm Recreation Center (future
phase)

G/C 66 N/A 66 66 N/A 0.3

1763 Barry Farm Recreation Center C 66 64 64 65 0.9 1.3
1762 Barry Farm outdoor swimming pool C 66 68 68 69 1.4 1.8
1761 Barry Farm basketball court C 66 64 64 65 1.1 1.5
1760 Barry Farm basketball court C 66 67 66 68 1.4 1.8
1759 Barry Farm basketball court C 66 67 67 69 1.3 1.6
1758 Barry Farm park pavilion C 66 66 66 68 1.9 2.1
1757 Barry Farm housing B 66 58 58 59 0.3 0.3
1756 Barry Farm housing B 66 59 59 60 1.0 1.3
1755 Barry Farm housing B 66 57 57 57 0.1 0.0
1752 Barry Farm housing B 66 62 62 63 1.2 1.5
1750 Barry Farm housing B 66 58 58 59 0.5 0.9
1746 Barry Farm housing B 66 60 60 62 1.4 1.7
1741 Barry Farm housing B 66 63 63 65 1.6 1.8

CNE-2: Suitland Parkway between Martin Luther King Jr. Avenue SE and I-295 (continued)
1740 Barry Farm housing B 66 64 64 65 0.9 1.0
1739 Barry Farm housing B 66 63 63 64 1.0 1.2
1738 Barry Farm housing B 66 62 62 63 0.6 0.8
1730 Single-family residence B 66 61 62 62 0.6 0.0
1729 Single-family residence B 66 61 61 61 0.3 -0.1
1728 Single-family residence B 66 59 60 60 0.3 0.1
1727 Single-family residence B 66 59 59 59 0.3 0.3

Note:    Noise abatement measures evaluated for impacted noise receptors 1758, 1759, 1760, 1762, and 1764 follow the procedures provided in Appendix A of the DDOT Noise
Policy for Category C recreational land use. Please see Section 3.2 of the NTR for details on noise abatement measures.



South Capitol Street
Environmental Justice Noise Table

L-5

Receptor
Name Description

Activity
Category

NAC
(dBA)

Existing
(dBA)

2040
No Build

Alternative (dBA)

2040 Revised
Preferred

Alternative (dBA)

Difference
Revised Preferred
vs. Existing (dBA)

Difference
Revised Preferred

vs. No Build
(dBA)

1726 Single-family residence B 66 59 59 60 0.3 0.3
1725 Single-family residence B 66 60 59 60 0.2 0.3
1722 Apartments B 66 56 56 56 -0.2 -0.1
1721 Apartments B 66 54 54 54 -0.7 -0.4
1720 Apartments B 66 55 55 55 -0.6 -0.3
1717 Apartments B 66 60 59 59 -0.2 -0.1
1714 Apartments B 66 56 56 56 -0.7 -0.4
1713 Apartments B 66 59 59 59 -0.2 0.1
1710 Apartments B 66 62 62 62 -0.2 0.0
1709 Apartments B 66 63 63 63 -0.1 0.1

CNE-3: Suitland Parkway between I-295 and South Capitol Street
1859 Current Anacostia Park parking

structure/future residential
redevelopment

F N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

1858 Single-family residence. B 66 62 61 61 -0.3 -0.1
1857 Single-family residence B 66 62 61 61 -0.6 -0.4
1856 Single-family residence B 66 61 60 60 -0.3 -0.1
1855 Anticipated future residential

development
G/B 66 N/A 61 61 N/A -0.1

1854 Anticipated future residential
development

G/B 66 N/A 60 61 N/A 1.0

1851 District Mental Health building C 66 66 66 64 -1.6 -1.5
1850 Howard Road Academy playground C 66 66 65 61 -5.0 -4.8

CNE-4: I-295 between south of Defense Boulevard and 11th Street Bridge Exit
1909 Apartment B 66 62 61 60 -1.2 -1.0
1908 Apartment B 66 64 64 62 -1.5 -1.2
1904 Apartment B 66 64 64 63 -0.9 -0.6



South Capitol Street
Environmental Justice Noise Table

L-6

Receptor
Name Description

Activity
Category

NAC
(dBA)

Existing
(dBA)

2040
No Build

Alternative (dBA)

2040 Revised
Preferred

Alternative (dBA)

Difference
Revised Preferred
vs. Existing (dBA)

Difference
Revised Preferred

vs. No Build
(dBA)

19042 Apartment 3rd floor B 66 68 68 68 0.0 0.4
1903 St. Philips Episcopal Church (front) C 66 69 68 68 -0.7 -0.3
1899 St. Philips Episcopal Church (back) C 66 62 61 62 0.2 0.5
1898 Single-family residence B 66 67 67 67 -0.3 0.1
1897 Single-family residence B 66 68 67 68 -0.1 0.3
1896 Single-family residence B 66 68 68 68 -0.2 0.2
1895 Single-family residence B 66 68 68 68 -0.2 0.2
1894 Single-family residence B 66 68 68 68 -0.3 0.1
1892 Single-family residence B 66 69 68 68 -0.3 0.0

CNE-4: I-295 between south of Defense Boulevard and 11th Street Bridge Exit (continued)
1891 Single-family residence B 66 69 68 68 -0.2 0.1
1890 Single-family residence B 66 69 69 69 -0.1 0.3
1889 Single-family residence B 66 69 68 69 -0.1 0.2
1888 Single-family residence B 66 69 69 69 -0.1 0.3
1887 Single-family residence B 66 69 68 68 -0.1 0.3
1886 Single-family residence B 66 69 68 69 0.0 0.4
1885 Single-family residence B 66 68 67 68 0.1 0.5
1884 Townhome B 66 64 63 63 -0.6 -0.2
1883 Townhome B 66 64 64 64 -0.5 -0.2
1882 Townhome B 66 65 64 64 -0.4 0.0
1881 Townhome B 66 65 65 65 -0.2 0.1
1880 Townhome B 66 66 65 66 0.0 0.3
1879 Townhome B 66 66 66 67 0.1 0.5
1878 Townhome B 66 67 67 67 0.1 0.5
1877 Townhome B 66 68 68 68 0.0 0.3
1876 Townhome B 66 69 69 69 -0.3 0.1
1875 Townhome B 66 70 70 70 -0.4 0.0

Note:   Noise abatement measures evaluated for impacted noise receptors 1860 through 1865, 1874 through 1880, 1885 through 1898, 1903, and 1904 for Category B land use.
Please see Section 3.2 of the NTR for details on noise abatement measures.



South Capitol Street
Environmental Justice Noise Table

L-7

Receptor
Name Description

Activity
Category

NAC
(dBA)

Existing
(dBA)

2040
No Build

Alternative (dBA)

2040 Revised
Preferred

Alternative (dBA)

Difference
Revised Preferred
vs. Existing (dBA)

Difference
Revised Preferred

vs. No Build
(dBA)

1874 Townhome B 66 72 71 71 -0.4 0.0
1869 Townhome B 66 64 63 62 -1.2 -0.8
1868 Townhome B 66 64 64 63 -0.9 -0.5
1867 Townhome B 66 65 64 64 -0.6 -0.2
1866 Townhome B 66 65 65 65 -0.4 0.0
1865 Townhome B 66 66 65 66 -0.1 0.3
1864 Townhome B 66 66 66 66 0.1 0.5
1863 Townhome B 66 67 67 67 0.2 0.6
1862 Townhome B 66 68 68 68 -0.1 0.4
1861 Townhome B 66 69 69 69 -0.4 0.0

CNE-4: I-295 between south of Defense Boulevard and 11th Street Bridge Exit (continued)
1860 Townhome B 66 71 71 71 -0.5 -0.1
1853 Anacostia Park office B 66 62 62 62 -0.2 0.1
1852 Anacostia Park office B 66 57 57 57 -0.2 0.0
464 Townhome B 66 63 62 61 -1.7 -1.3
463 Townhome B 66 63 62 61 -1.5 -1.2
462 Townhome B 66 63 62 61 -1.4 -1.0
461 Townhome B 66 63 62 61 -1.3 -1.0
460 Townhome B 66 63 62 61 -1.2 -0.8
459 Townhome B 66 62 62 61 -1.0 -0.7
458 Single-family res. B 66 64 63 63 -1.0 -0.7
457 Townhome B 66 64 64 63 -1.0 -0.7
456 Townhome B 66 64 64 63 -1.0 -0.7
455 Townhome B 66 64 64 63 -1.0 -0.7
454 Townhome B 66 64 64 63 -1.0 -0.7
453 Townhome B 66 64 64 63 -0.9 -0.6

1706 Apartments B 66 61 61 61 -0.6 -0.2
1705 Apartments B 66 63 63 62 -0.4 -0.1
1704 Apartments B 66 62 62 62 -0.6 -0.2
1703 Apartments B 66 62 62 62 -0.5 0.0



South Capitol Street
Environmental Justice Noise Table

L-8

Receptor
Name Description

Activity
Category

NAC
(dBA)

Existing
(dBA)

2040
No Build

Alternative (dBA)

2040 Revised
Preferred

Alternative (dBA)

Difference
Revised Preferred
vs. Existing (dBA)

Difference
Revised Preferred

vs. No Build
(dBA)

1702 Apartments B 66 64 63 63 -0.5 0.0
1699 Apartments B 66 63 63 63 0.2 0.5
1696 Apartments B 66 63 63 63 -0.4 0.0
1695 Apartments B 66 62 62 62 -0.7 -0.1
1692 Apartments B 66 65 64 65 -0.2 0.3
1691 Apartments B 66 64 64 63 -0.8 -0.4
1690 Apartments B 66 62 62 61 -0.7 -0.2
1689 Apartments B 66 66 65 65 -0.6 0.0

CNE-5: South Capitol Street between south of Defense Boulevard and Potomac Avenue
1670 Anacostia Park (front) C 66 64 65 60 -4.1 -5.0
1670 Anacostia Park (pavilion) C 66 55 56 55 0.1 -0.6
1669 Anacostia Park (bench) C 66 57 58 57 -0.4 -1.2

CNE-6: South Capitol Street between Potomac Avenue and N Street
1665 Townhome B 66 54 55 57 3.3 2.1
1664 Townhome B 66 51 52 53 1.7 0.7
1663 Townhome B 66 54 55 56 2.6 1.4
1662 Townhome B 66 51 52 53 1.8 0.9
1661 Townhome B 66 49 50 53 4.5 3.4
1660 Townhome B 66 51 52 53 1.9 1.0
1659 Townhome B 66 50 51 52 1.9 1.0
1658 Townhome B 66 50 51 51 0.7 -0.2
1497 U-Haul E 71 64 64 67 3.8 3.4
1496 Syphax Gardens Apartments B 66 46 47 48 1.8 1.3
1495 Townhome B 66 65 65 69 3.5 3.2
1494 Townhome B 66 63 63 66 3.4 3.1
1493 Townhome B 66 61 61 64 3.5 3.1
1492 Townhome B 66 58 59 62 3.4 3.1
1491 Townhome B 66 53 54 56 3.0 2.6
1490 Townhome B 66 49 50 52 3.0 2.7
1489 Townhome B 66 49 49 52 2.9 2.6



South Capitol Street
Environmental Justice Noise Table

L-9

Receptor
Name Description

Activity
Category

NAC
(dBA)

Existing
(dBA)

2040
No Build

Alternative (dBA)

2040 Revised
Preferred

Alternative (dBA)

Difference
Revised Preferred
vs. Existing (dBA)

Difference
Revised Preferred

vs. No Build
(dBA)

1488 Townhome B 66 48 48 51 2.8 2.4
1487 Townhome B 66 47 47 49 2.2 1.8
1486 Townhome B 66 68 68 71 3.6 3.3
1485 Townhome B 66 47 47 49 2.2 1.7
1484 Townhome B 66 66 66 69 3.7 3.4
1483 Townhome B 66 62 63 66 3.8 3.4

CNE-6: South Capitol Street between Potomac Avenue and N Street (continued)
1482 Townhome B 66 60 61 64 3.7 3.3
1481 Townhome B 66 58 58 62 3.7 3.4
1480 Townhome B 66 46 46 48 2.0 1.6
1479 Townhome B 66 54 54 57 3.4 3.1
1478 Townhome B 66 42 43 44 1.8 1.4
1477 Townhome B 66 46 47 49 2.8 2.4
1476 Townhome B 66 48 48 50 2.2 1.9
1475 Camden South Capitol Apartments B 66 68 68 71 3.7 3.4
1474 Camden South Capitol Apartments B 66 68 68 71 3.7 3.4
1473 Camden South Capitol Apartments B 66 68 68 71 3.7 3.4
1472 Townhome B 66 52 52 55 3.4 3.0
1471 Townhome B 66 46 47 49 2.2 1.8
1470 Townhome B 66 45 46 47 1.8 1.3
1469 Townhome B 66 39 40 41 1.9 1.3
1468 Townhome B 66 40 41 42 1.7 1.2
1467 Townhome B 66 42 42 43 1.6 1.1
1466 Townhome B 66 42 43 44 1.7 1.1
1465 Townhome B 66 43 44 45 1.6 1.1
1464 Townhome B 66 43 44 45 1.6 1.0
1463 Townhome B 66 43 44 45 1.7 1.2
1462 Townhome B 66 43 44 45 1.7 1.1
1461 Townhome B 66 43 44 45 1.6 1.1
1460 Townhome B 66 38 38 39 1.5 1.0



South Capitol Street
Environmental Justice Noise Table

L-10

Receptor
Name Description

Activity
Category

NAC
(dBA)

Existing
(dBA)

2040
No Build

Alternative (dBA)

2040 Revised
Preferred

Alternative (dBA)

Difference
Revised Preferred
vs. Existing (dBA)

Difference
Revised Preferred

vs. No Build
(dBA)

1459 Townhome B 66 38 39 39 1.4 0.9
1458 Townhome B 66 38 39 40 1.6 1.1
1457 Townhome B 66 48 49 51 2.8 2.4
1456 Townhome B 66 52 52 55 3.3 3.0

CNE-6: South Capitol Street between Potomac Avenue and N Street (continued)
1455 Townhome B 66 46 47 49 2.5 2.0
1454 Townhome B 66 47 47 49 2.2 1.7
1453 Townhome B 66 68 68 71 3.7 3.4
1452 Retail E 71 67 68 71 3.7 3.3
1451 Townhome B 66 67 67 70 3.7 3.3
1450 Retail E 71 67 68 71 3.8 3.3
1449 Townhome B 66 59 60 63 4.2 3.5
1448 Townhome B 66 55 55 58 3.3 2.9
1447 Townhome B 66 53 54 57 3.3 2.9
1446 Townhome B 66 52 52 55 2.9 2.5
1445 Townhome B 66 50 51 53 2.8 2.5
1444 Townhome B 66 51 51 54 3.4 2.9
1443 Townhome B 66 48 48 51 2.8 2.4
1442 Townhome B 66 47 47 49 2.2 1.9
1441 Townhome B 66 46 46 49 3.1 2.7

CNE-7: South Capitol Street between N Street and M Street
1440 Restaurant E 71 67 68 71 3.7 3.3
1439 District Superior Court offices E 71 68 68 70 2.3 1.9
1438 Retail E 71 69 70 70 0.5 0.0
1437 Townhome B 66 49 50 54 4.8 3.5
1436 Townhome B 66 52 52 56 4.5 3.6
1435 Townhome B 66 52 53 57 5.2 4.0
1434 Townhome B 66 52 53 57 5.2 3.9
1433 Townhome B 66 57 57 60 3.7 3.1
1432 Townhome B 66 52 53 54 2.2 1.5



South Capitol Street
Environmental Justice Noise Table

L-11

Receptor
Name Description

Activity
Category

NAC
(dBA)

Existing
(dBA)

2040
No Build

Alternative (dBA)

2040 Revised
Preferred

Alternative (dBA)

Difference
Revised Preferred
vs. Existing (dBA)

Difference
Revised Preferred

vs. No Build
(dBA)

1431 Townhome B 66 54 54 56 2.3 1.7
1430 Townhome B 66 57 58 61 3.5 3.0

CNE-7: South Capitol Street between N Street and M Street (continued)
1429 Townhome B 66 58 58 61 3.6 3.1
1428 Townhome B 66 58 58 61 3.5 3.0
1427 Townhome B 66 58 58 61 3.2 2.7
1426 Townhome B 66 54 55 56 2.0 1.4
1425 Townhome B 66 52 53 54 1.7 1.1
1423 Townhome B 66 58 58 62 4.4 3.9
1421 Townhome B 66 58 58 62 4.6 4.1
1420 Townhome B 66 57 58 62 4.4 3.9
1419 Townhome B 66 53 54 55 1.9 1.2
1418 Townhome B 66 55 55 56 1.8 1.0
1417 Townhome B 66 58 59 61 2.7 1.8
1416 Townhome B 66 61 62 65 3.8 3.0
1415 Townhome B 66 62 62 66 3.9 3.1
1414 Townhome B 66 63 64 66 3.7 2.8
1414 Townhome 2nd floor B 66 64 64 67 3.4 2.6
1413 Townhome B 66 64 65 67 3.3 2.4
1412 Townhome B 66 66 67 69 2.9 1.9
1411 Townhome B 66 65 66 67 2.0 1.0
1410 Townhome B 66 65 66 67 2.0 1.0
1409 Townhome B 66 66 67 68 2.0 1.0
1408 Townhome B 66 66 67 68 2.0 0.9

CNE-8: South Capitol Street between M Street and I Street
1199 7-Eleven E 71 65 66 68 2.8 1.9
1189 UPS E 71 56 57 60 3.7 2.7
1185 Capitol Skyline Hotel 2nd story swimming

pool
E 71 65 65 70 5.1 4.3



South Capitol Street
Environmental Justice Noise Table
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Receptor
Name Description

Activity
Category

NAC
(dBA)

Existing
(dBA)

2040
No Build

Alternative (dBA)

2040 Revised
Preferred

Alternative (dBA)

Difference
Revised Preferred
vs. Existing (dBA)

Difference
Revised Preferred

vs. No Build
(dBA)

1184 Capitol Skyline Hotel 2nd story seating
area

E 71 55 56 58 3.3 2.4

CNE-9: South Capitol Street between I Street and I-395
1150 Capitol Park Plaza Condominiums B 66 55 55 58 3.8 3.8
1178 District. Recreation Center C 66 58 59 61 2.5 1.6
1177 District Recreation Center front garden C 66 57 57 59 2.8 2.1
1176 District. Recreation Center back garden C 66 56 57 59 3.0 2.2
1175 Randall Pool & Recreation Center

basketball court
C 66 63 64 65 1.5 1.1

1174 Randall Pool & Recreation Center
swimming pool

C 66 58 58 61 2.6 2.3

1173 Randall Pool & Recreation Center
tennis court back

C 66 61 62 63 1.9 1.5

11723 Randall Pool & Recreation Center
tennis court front

C 66 66 66 67 1.7 1.3

1171 Randall Pool & Recreation Center
baseball stands

C 66 65 66 68 2.6 2.4

1170 Randall Pool & Recreation Center
baseball diamond

C 66 58 58 62 3.2 3.1

1169 Capitol Park Plaza Condominiums B 66 55 55 58 3.0 3.0
CNE-9: South Capitol Street between I Street and I-395 (continued)

1168 Capitol Park Plaza Condominiums B 66 58 58 62 4.2 4.1
1167 Randall Pool & Recreation Center

baseball stands
C 66 57 57 60 3.1 3.0

1165 Capitol Park Plaza Condominiums
playground

C 66 52 52 54 2.0 1.9

1166 Capitol Park Plaza Condominiums park C 66 50 50 51 1.9 1.8
1164 Apartments B 66 53 53 56 2.4 2.3

Note:   Noise abatement measures evaluated for impacted noise receptors 1171 and 1172 following the procedures provided in Appendix A of the DDOT Noise Policy for
Category C recreational land use. Please see Section 3.2 of the NTR for details on noise abatement measures.
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Environmental Justice Noise Table
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Receptor
Name Description

Activity
Category

NAC
(dBA)

Existing
(dBA)

2040
No Build

Alternative (dBA)

2040 Revised
Preferred

Alternative (dBA)

Difference
Revised Preferred
vs. Existing (dBA)

Difference
Revised Preferred

vs. No Build
(dBA)

1163 Apartments B 66 55 55 58 2.6 2.6
1162 Apartments B 66 57 57 60 3.0 2.9
1161 Apartments B 66 58 58 61 3.4 3.4
1160 Apartments B 66 59 59 62 2.7 2.7
1160 Apartments 4th floor B 66 68 68 71 2.6 2.6
1159 Apartments B 66 55 55 57 2.0 1.9
1158 Apartments B 66 58 58 60 2.0 2.0
1157 Apartments B 66 61 61 63 1.9 1.9
1157 Apartments 4th floor B 66 68 68 70 2.5 2.5

CNE-10: South Capitol Street between I-395 and Independence Avenue
1142 Verizon office building E 71 62 62 65 3.5 2.6
1127 Fairchild office building E 71 65 65 66 1.6 0.9
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Comments Responses

Barry Farm Recreation Center is not impacted by the South
Capitol Street Project.

Section 106 consultation has continued throughout the
development of the South Capitol Street FEIS/Section 4(f)
Evaluation. All consulting parties have reviewed and
considered the potential impact on historic properties in the
project area. A Memorandum of Agreement is included in this
Record of Decision as Attachment A.

As detailed in Table 5-2, Analysis of Section 4(f) Impacts, of the
FEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation, all three alternatives considered
impacted both the Plan of the City of Washington and Suitland
Parkway. As the Section 4(f) Evaluation concludes, there are
no prudent and feasible alternatives to the use of these
resources.

The FEIS Preferred Alternative will impact approximately 3,090
linear feet (6 percent of the length of the entire resource).
Furthermore, the MOA includes measures to minimize and
mitigate impacts as agreed to by the signatories of the MOA.
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Comments Responses to DOI (continued)

Regarding the Section 106 review process, as noted
previously, coordination with consulting parties has continued
throughout the South Capitol Street project. The three points
noted in the DOI letter, are all addressed in the Section 106
Memorandum of Agreement included in this Record of
Decision as Attachment A.

Note that Anacostia Park – referenced in the first bullet of the
DOI letter, is not impacted by the South Capitol Street Project.

Design details of the Frederick Douglass Memorial Bridge will
be developed during final design. Aesthetic aspects of the
bridge will be coordinated with NCPC and Commission of Fine
Arts. The selection of the Arched Bascule Bridge for the FEIS
preferred alternative was made in part to complement the
visual environment and the other nearby crossings of the
river.

DDOT’s decision on the construction delivery strategy will be
decided at a later phase of the project. DDOT is committed to
fulfilling all project commitments including those related to
NEPA, Section 4(f) and Section 106 resources.
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Comments Responses to DOI (continued)

This commitment includes continued coordination with the
signatories and consulting parties to the Section 106 MOA.
These commitments are presented in Attachment D to the
Record of Decision. DDOT reserves the right to deliver the
South Capitol Street Project in the most timely and cost
effective method.
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Comments
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Comments

From: denise.decker@gsa.gov [mailto:denise.decker@gsa.gov]
Sent: Thursday, May 12, 2011 4:35 PM
To: Hameed, Faisal (DDOT)
Cc: nia.francis@gsa.gov
Subject: SCS FEIS

Faisal,

GSA reviewed the SCS FEIS and it is very good document. The only
minor comment we have is the exec summary on p. S-25 indicates the
west campus of St. Elizabeths is being constructed with 4.5M gross
square feet. As you know, we have broken the development between
both the east and west campuses. The west campus development
includes approx. 3.8M GSF plus parking and the east campus is approx.
750K GSF plus parking. We don't want confusion among the community
and the CPs that we are doing something different than noted in our
approved 2009 Master Plan. Thanks.

Denise Decker
NEPA Lead
GSA NCR
Public Buildings Service
202-538-5643
202-708-7671 Fax

Responses to GSA

Clarification of the development at the east and west
campuses of St. Elizabeths is noted.
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Comments Responses

NCPC acknowledgment that their comments on the DEIS were
addressed is noted.

DDOT will continue coordination with the Joint Base
Anacostia-Bolling.
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Comments Responses to CHRS

It is anticipated that this project would include environmental
monitors on site during construction. These monitors would
be responsible for identifying encounters with historic and
archeological remnants.

Support of DDOTS context sensitive approach to Suitland
Parkway is noted.

DDOT has a city-de traffic management plan. South Capitol
Street project will be part of this city-wide effort. For a project
of this magnitude, DDOT will make every effort to notify the
traveling public of traffic related impacts.

The proposed improvements to South Capitol Street are
expected to protect the local street network, including those
roads in Capitol Hill from bypass traffic. DDOT plans to
continue to monitor traffic operations through the project
area. Table 4-41 presents the projected traffic volumes on the
11th Street Bridges between the Build and No Build
alternatives is minimal. As stated in Attachment D to this
Record of Decision:  Additional analysis of long-term traffic
operations during final design and development of mitigation
measures as necessary.

The commitments to continue the analysis of long-term traffic
operations, construction traffic impacts, and the commitment
to continue to coordination with the public during design and
construction are included in Attachment D to this Record of
Decision.
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Comments Responses to CHRS (continued)

Noise commitments included in Attachment D to this Record
of Decision include the following:

Analysis based on conceptual design shows noise levels in
excess of abatement criteria in ten locations.

Once final design data are available, re-examine noise
issues and assess the effectiveness of potential barriers.

Determine the feasibility and reasonableness of
abatement measures, such as noise barriers, based on
factors of technical feasibility; any unique characteristics
of the noise; cost; interest of the most directly affected
residents, property owners, and businesses; and overall
public interest.

Comply with District construction noise regulations.

The commitments presented in the FEIS/Section 4(f)
Evaluation have been included in Attachment D to this Record
of Decision. In addition, Attachment D includes commitments
contained in the Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement.
Furthermore, the project contact plans will include permit
conditions, if any.

A detailed landscape plan for the South Capitol Street Project
will be developed during final design. This project specific plan
will follow the guidelines of the Anacostia Waterfront
Transportation Architecture Design Guidelines (DDOT).
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Comments Responses to CHRS (continued)

DDOT is committed to continued communication and
coordination with communities in the South Capitol Street
project area. It is expected that concerns including those
raised by CHRS on local air quality will be discussed during this
continued coordination.
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Comments Responses to BAC

Since its inception in 2002, the South Capitol Street project
has been developed as a multi modal transportation project.
Specifically, the design of the Frederick Douglass Memorial
Bridge includes a 20 foot wide shared bicycle/pedestrian
facility that provides direct bicycle access to the Riverwalk trail
along both sides of the Anacostia River. Furthermore, South
Capitol Street in the southern portion of the project area is
designated as a bicycle route on the DC Bicycle Plan. The 20
foot wide facility continues through the traffic oval and the
traffic circle connecting in the northbound direction to the
Potomac Avenue and 1st Street bike lane.

To date the engineering designs for the roadway cross
sections associated with the project are at 10 percent design,
that is, conceptual design stage. As the project moves into
final design it will comply with AASHTO and DDOT design
standards, including those for shared use lanes.
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Comments
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Comments



m-16

Comments Responses to SWNA

A detailed study of traffic operation at the M Street/South
Capitol Street intersection was performed as part of the South
Capitol Street Project.

Signalized pedestrian crossings will be provided at all locations
warranted.  Pedestrian movements throughout the study
area, including through the traffic oval will be studied in detail
during preliminary engineering phase of the project.  Further,
the traffic oval is designed to provide a minimum 20-foot wide
pedestrian and bicycle path, which will connect to the
Anacostia Riverwalk Trail.
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Comments
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Comments

From: David Garber [mailto:dggarber@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, May 07, 2011 12:34 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT); Michael.Hicks@dot.gov
Subject: South Capitol EIS

Mr. Dorsey and Mr. Hicks,

My name is David Garber, and I am the ANC Commissioner in
6D07, the neighborhood known as Near Southeast surrounding
the ballpark and Navy Yard. My district's eastern boundary is
South Capitol Street. I am writing because I would like to
see the creation of a through road connecting H Street SE to
South Capitol Street. The connection of H Street is soon to
be restored between 2nd Street SE and New Jersey Avenue. I
would like to see it continue to connect from New Jersey
Avenue SE to South Capitol Street SE.

Thank you,

David Garber
Commissioner, 6D07

202-374-5340

Responses to DG

The extension of H Street was not investigated as part of the
South Capitol Street Project.
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Comments Responses to WABA

Since its inception in 2002, the South Capitol Street project
has been developed as a multi modal transportation project.
Specifically, the design of the Frederick Douglass Memorial
Bridge includes a 20 foot wide shared bicycle/pedestrian
facility that provides direct bicycle access to the Riverwalk trail
along both sides of the Anacostia River. Furthermore, South
Capitol Street in the southern portion of the project area is
designated as a bicycle route on the DC Bicycle Plan. The 20
foot wide facility continues through the traffic oval and the
traffic circle connecting in the northbound direction to the
Potomac Avenue and 1st Street bike lane.

To date the engineering designs for the roadway cross
sections associated with the project are at 10 percent design,
that is, conceptual design stage. As the project moves into
final design it will comply with AASHTO and DDOT design
standards, including those for shared use lanes.

Bicycle travel through traffic circles is considered safe as
bicyclists adhere to the same traffic controls as vehicular
traffic. In addition, there are alternative routes for bicycle
travel through the project area that would avoid both the
traffic oval and the traffic circle.
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Comments Responses to WABA (continued)

The Firth Sterling Avenue portion of the project became part
of the DC Streetcar project and therefore was removed from
the South Capitol Street Project.

The Ward 8 community requested that Sheridan Road remain
open and Howard Road remain in its current configuration.
Sheridan Road remains a signed bike route and will remain as
such under the FEIS Preferred Alternative. The closing of the
Suitland Parkway exit ramp at Sheridan Road will decrease
vehicular traffic along both Sheridan Road and Howard Road.

Howard Road access to the Anacostia Metro Station will
remain open and accessible to bicyclists.

Along Martin Luther King, Jr. Avenue the previously
considered multi use trail between Stanton Road and Howard
Road, a distance of approximately 800 feet, offered no
connectivity and in addition impacted the Campbell AME
Church.

The Washington Area Bicycle Association requested that their
membership submit comments on the South Capitol Street
Project. As a result 318 emails were received all reflecting the
comments submitted in the May 3, 2011 letter from WABA.
The project team’s response to WABA addresses the
comments submitted by the WABA members. The emails
submitted are included on the pages following the WABA
letter, organized alphabetically by the authors’ last name.
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Comments
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Comments
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From: Carl Airhart [mailto:cha518@comcast.net]
Sent: Thursday, May 05, 2011 9:36 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: Better Integration of Cycling Improvements in the
South Capitol Street FEIS

Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, and one who uses a bike almost exclusively, I
am disappointed in the failure to meaningfully include
cycling improvements anywhere within the project study area,
except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Carl Airhart
2501 Porter St. NW
Washington, DC 20008

From: Clare Allenson [mailto:clare.allenson@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:18 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.
Clare

Clare Allenson
635 L St. NE
635 L St. NE
Washington, DC 20002
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From: Patrick Alwine [mailto:patrickalwine@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:48 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEISDear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Patrick Alwine
512 5th Street, SE
Apt. 3
Washington, DC 20003

From: Briana Anderson [mailto:anderson.briana@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:24 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEISDear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Briana Anderson
1730 Park Road NW
Washington, DC 20010
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From: Casey Anderson [mailto:caseybanderson@aol.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:50 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: The South Capitol Street FEIS Alternative Needs
Better Bike Infrastructure
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

The South Capitol Street plan fails to provide sufficient
accommodations to bicyclists. I'm especially disappointed
that the project team deleted several multi-use paths and
failed to integrate connections for cyclists at the bridge.

This project is an opportunity to improve the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections. The
project team has really blown it, and I hope it is not too
late to fix.

Thank you.

Casey Anderson
8730 1ST AVE
SILVER SPRING, MD 20910

From: Jasmine Armstrong [mailto:jasminearmstrong87@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 12:39 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS

Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, and someone who lives in NW, but works across
the bridge in Anacostia, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Jasmine Armstrong
3410 Warder Street NW
Washington, DC 20010
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From: Andrew Azman [mailto:andrewazman@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:55 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Andrew Azman
220 3rd Street SE #2
Washington, DC 20003

From: Gavin Baker [mailto:gavin@gavinbaker.com]
Sent: Friday, May 06, 2011 2:15 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist and a District resident who supports safer
streets for all users, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
South Capitol Street FEIS project study area, except on the
bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Gavin Baker
2440 16th St. NW
Apt. 119
Washington, DC 20009
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From: Jeffrey Baker [mailto:jeff.baker@comcast.net]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 7:05 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Jeffrey Baker
400 Massachusetts Ave NW
Apt 1120
Washington, DC 20001

From: Zachariah Baker [mailto:zachariah.baker@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 8:22 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Zachariah Baker
6838 6th St NW
Washington, DC 20012
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From: Keith Barron [mailto:barron.keith@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:21 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Keith Barron
5531 7th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20011

From: Brooke Bearman [mailto:spontini44@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:37 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Brooke Bearman
147 11th st ne
unit b
washington, DC 20002
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From: Laura Beaufort [mailto:laurabeaufort@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:17 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Support Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist and Capital Bikeshare member, I am disappointed
in the failure to meaningfully include cycling improvements
anywhere within the South Capitol Street FEIS study area,
except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Laura Beaufort
4441 Windom Pl NW
Washington, DC 20016

From: Daniel Beckman [mailto:daniel.beckman@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2011 11:28 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Daniel Beckman

Daniel Beckman
1343 Kearney St NE
Washington, DC 20017
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From: Steph Beer [mailto:stephanielee25@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:34 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, and a resident of this neighborhood, I am
disappointed in the failure to meaningfully include cycling
improvements anywhere within the project study area, except
on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Steph Beer
414 Seward Sq, SE
204
Washington, DC 20003

From: David and Cathey Belli
[mailto:davidbelli@starpower.net]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:07 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

David and Cathey Belli
7920 Orchid St NW
Washington, DC 20012
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From: Laura Bellows [mailto:laura.bellows@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:06 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Laura Bellows
3166 17th Street NW
Washington, DC 20010

From: Virginia Benninghoff
[mailto:virginia.benninghoff@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:02 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Virginia Benninghoff
70 I St. SE
Washington DC, DC 20003
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From: Ken Berman [mailto:kenito.bermani@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2011 1:08 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS

Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Ken Berman
1132 Geranium St NW
Washington, DC 20012

From: Matthew Birnbaum [mailto:noshbygosh@comcast.net]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:41 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Matthew Birnbaum
4201 Cathedral Avenue NW #120W
Washington, DC 20016

Matthew Birnbaum
4201 Cathedral Avenue NW
120-West
Washington, DC 20016
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From: Sarah Birnie [mailto:ms.pope@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:53 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Sarah Birnie
2016 1st St NW #3
Washington, DC 20001

From: Les Blackmore [mailto:reymore91@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:21 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Les Blackmore
407 5th St. NE
Washington, DC 20002
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From: Alexandra Bloom [mailto:alex.bloom@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 4:45 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Alexandra Bloom
1239 Independence Ave SE #2
Washington, DC 20003

From: Meghan Bogaerts [mailto:mbogaerts@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 1:33 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Meghan Bogaerts

Meghan Bogaerts
2101 L St. NW Suite 500
Washington, DC 20037
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From: Amanda Bouza [mailto:damanda65@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:02 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

I recently moved to Congress Heights I would love to be able
to ride my bike to work and to baseball games safely.

Thank you.

Amanda Bouza
3507 MLK Ave. SE
Washington, DC 20032

From: George Bouza [mailto:gallegoscot@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:12 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist and resident of Ward 8, I am disappointed in the
failure to meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere
within the project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

George Bouza
3507 Martin Luther King Jr Ave SE
Washington, DC 20032
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From: Susan Brinkerhoff [mailto:susanbrinkerhoff@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:27 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: Cycling Improvements in the South Capitol Street
FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself. This lack of
consideration of cyclists in Southeast DC is inexcusable and
unacceptable, especially given all of the wonderful biking
accommodations that have been made to other parts of the
city. I have biked to work for several  years on city
streets, and I am amazed and delighted by the growing number
of cyclists I see using the new bike lanes and 15th Street
cycle track. Why is DDOT not providing those same facilities
to residents of and visitors to Southeast DC?  I am very
disappointed.

I fully endorse WABA's suggestions and hope you will amend
the plans accordingly by creating bike-lane access to the
bridge from the neighborhoods. There is nothing more
depressing that crossing a bridge on a wonderful bike path
and being deposited in no-man's land on the other side.

Thank you.

Susan Brinkerhoff
4007 Connecticut Ave. #512
Washington, DC 20008

From: Meaghan Brosnan [mailto:GKsRule@snet.net]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 5:14 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: Integration of Cycling Improvements in the South
Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself. I, along
with thousands of other employees, will be commuting along
these routes when the Department of Homeland Security St.
Elizabeth's campus opens in two years. As a friend of several
survivors of bike-car collisions in DC , I am fearful of the
possible implications.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.
This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Meaghan Brosnan
1711 4th St NW
Washington, DC 20001
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From: michelle brown [mailto:michelle@teaism.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:12 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

michelle brown
400 Mass Ave NW#420
Washington, DC 20001

From: Colin Browne [mailto:colintbrowne@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:41 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: Cycling Improvements in the South Capitol Street
FEIS?
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist and Southeast resident, I am disappointed in
DDOT's apparent failure to include cycling improvements in
the plans to re-work South Capitol street bridge and
surrounding area.

I cross the South Cap bridge at least once a week on my bike,
and it's not exactly a pleasant experience.

Bike lanes or cycle tracks should be a part of this project,
especially since it connects the rest of the city to an area
that is currently underserved by cycling infrastructure.

If DDOT is serious about Complete Streets east of the river,
we need to ensure that these neighborhoods are easily
accessible to pedestrians and bicycles. From what I can see,
the current plans do not achieve that goal. Rather, they
create an interchange that will be prettier to drive,
through, but still difficult to navigate on foot or on a
bike.

For specific suggested improvements, I would refer you to the
Washington Area Bicyclist Association's recommendations.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Colin Browne
1227 I St SE
Washington, DC 20003
colintbrowne@gmail.com

Colin Browne
1227 I ST SE
Washington, DC 20003
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From: Paul Burman [mailto:burman.paul@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 1:31 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Paul Burman
703 Rock Creek Church RD NW
Washington, DC 20010

From: Rachel Butler [mailto:ryebutler@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 2:16 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Rachel Butler
4027 13th St NW #305
Washington, DC 20011
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From: Matt Callan [mailto:matthew.c.callan@uscg.mil]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 1:13 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Matt Callan
2100 2nd St. SW
Washington, DC 20593

From: John Capozzi [mailto:johncapozzidc@aol.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:03 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

Please fix the Sousa Bridge crossing as well.
Thank you.

John Capozzi
3612 Austin Street, SE
Washington, DC 20020
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From: Benjamin Cash [mailto:ben.cash@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:18 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Benjamin Cash
2703 Plyers Mill Road
Wheaton, DC 20902

From: Kevin Cashman [mailto:kevin.m.cashman@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, May 08, 2011 4:16 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Kevin Cashman
2441 18TH ST NW APT 6
Washington, DC 20009
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From: Laura Casperson [mailto:Casperson.Laura@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 3:28 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Laura Casperson
1424 Orren ST NE
1424 Orren St NE
Washington, DC 20002

From: John Caudle [mailto:caudlej@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 1:37 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

John Caudle
1810 Kilbourne Pl NW
Washington, DC 20010
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From: Maria Christodoulou
[mailto:christodoulou.maria@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:16 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Maria Christodoulou
1701 Park Road NW #304
Washington, DC 20010

From: donald cobean [mailto:philoctetes@verizon.net]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 4:27 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

donald cobean
5415 connecticut ave nw
#830
washington, DC 20015
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From: Courtney Cochran [mailto:courtney.p.cochran@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:24 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Courtney Cochran
1884 Columbia Rd NW
Apt 107
Washington, DC 20009

From: Kathleen Coffey [mailto:kate_coffey@comcast.net]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 12:45 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Kathleen Coffey
2480 16th Street, NW #115
Washington, DC 20009
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From: Jasper Cooke [mailto:jasper.cooke@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 8:43 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Jasper Cooke
3720 Macomb St, NW # 105
Washington, DC 20016

From: Kirstin Corris [mailto:kirstinwalcott@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 5:28 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you for your consideration.

Kirstin Corris
2711 woodley rd nw
washington, DC 20008
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From: Deb Cotter [mailto:debcot@verizon.net]
Sent: Saturday, May 07, 2011 5:00 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: Cycling: Safer, Cleaner City - Don't Leave Bikes Out
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a young stroke survivor who relies on cycling as a safe
way to exercise, I am disappointed in the  lack of
meaningfully inclution of cycling improvements anywhere
within the project study area, except on the bridge itself.

Bike lanes must be included

Several multi-use paths were removed in the moved from the
preferred alternatives. They should be reinserted into the
preferred alternative.

There appear to be no provisions for cyclistsat the large and
complex oval and circle connections at the bridges. This must
be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to enhance the lives and
safety of DC residents in Southeast. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, has no regard for
cyclinsts.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you for your consideration.
Deb Cotter
DC Voter

Deb Cotter
2939 Van Ness St., NW
#530
Washington, DC 20008

From: Paulo Couto [mailto:paulopcouto@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:24 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

Below is a template email, in which I agree with those
comments, but I would like to emphasize that creating an
comprehensive and connected bike infrastructure will promote
positive effects both financially and socially in the
District. You've seen how popular Capital Bikeshare is and
more and more people are aware that 'if you build it [bike
infrastructure] they will come.' Thank you.

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.
No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.
This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.
Paulo Couto
3525 10th St. NW
Washington, DC 20010
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From: Ryan Cree [mailto:rscree@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:51 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: Cycling Infrastructure and South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist and a Ward 6 DC resident, I am disappointed in
the failure to meaningfully include cycling improvements
anywhere within the project study area, except on the bridge
itself.

Bike lanes or cycle tracks are excluded from the current
plans when they should be integrated to ensure multi-modal
transportation opportunities in the area.

In addition, several multi-use paths were excluded in the
move from "draft" to "preferred" alternatives. They should be
returned to the preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Ryan Cree
1730 Potomac Ave, SE
Washington, DC 20003

From: Joseph Cronin [mailto:joedcronin@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:17 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Joseph Cronin
611 Powhatan Pl NW
Washington, DC 20011
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From: Grace Cunningham [mailto:gvc.wdc@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2011 2:35 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist living in Ward 6 in SE DC, I am disappointed in
the failure to meaningfully include cycling improvements
anywhere within the project study area, except on the bridge
itself.
No bike lanes are created. They should be.
No cycletracks are included. They should be.
Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.
No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.
Without safe bicycle integration at the ends of the bridge
and in surrounding communities, this expensive project
unfairly restricts access by cyclists. Circles, in
particular, that fail to provide specific right-of-ways for
cyclists become obstacles to a successful multi-modal
transportation project. Any investment of this size must
include reasonable paths and connections for bicycles.
This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.
Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Grace Cunningham
1345 S Carolina Ave SE
Washington, DC 20003

From: Thomas Cunningham [mailto:tomtrc@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:19 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Thomas Cunningham
616 C ST SE
Washington, DC 20003
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From: Eric Czander [mailto:czander65@aol.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 3:27 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Eric Czander
2011 Klingle Rd, NW
Washington, DC 20010

From: Eric Dabkowski [mailto:e.dabkowski@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2011 8:48 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Eric Dabkowski
523 12th St SE
Apt B
Washington, DC 20003
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From: Harlan Dalzell [mailto:harlan350@excite.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:21 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Harlan Dalzell
301 Massachusetts Ave NW
Washington, DC 20001

From: Clare Davis [mailto:davis.clare@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 12:25 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Clare Davis
4027 13th St. NW #305
Washington, DC 20011
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From: Rachel Davis [mailto:rdavis@nomabid.org]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:56 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.
No cycletracks are included. They should be.
In short, no cycling amenities were included at all!

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you for taking my comments into consideration!

Rachel Davis
4014 Marlboro Place NW
Washington, DC 20011

From: Clayton Dean [mailto:claytron9@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:21 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Clayton Dean
1 Columbus Circle, NE
Washington, DC 22102
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From: Mary de Boer [mailto:medeboer@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:00 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Mary de Boer
756 Rock Creek Church Rd NW, Apt B
Washington, DC 20010

From: William DeMaso [mailto:william.demaso@us.af.mil]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 5:46 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Expect Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

I am disappointed in the failure to meaningfully include
cycling improvements anywhere within the project study area,
except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you,
Bill

William DeMaso
1480 AF Pentagon, Suite ME-825B
Washington, DC 20330
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From: Rivka Deutsch [mailto:rivka.deutsch@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 9:08 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Rivka Deutsch
727 10th St SE
Washington, DC 20003

From: Emily Doerr [mailto:emily.c.doerr@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:28 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Emily Doerr
7219 Blair Rd. NW
Washington, DC 20012
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From: Kathleen Donahue [mailto:katiered@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:13 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Kathleen Donahue
623 Otis Pl NW
Washington, DC 20010

From: Kendall Dorman [mailto:x@wdarchitects.us]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 7:02 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Kendall Dorman
1709 Lamont Street NW
Washington, DC 20010
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From: Devin Dotson [mailto:devinmd@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:13 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Devin Dotson
1210 V St NW, Apt 1
Washington, DC 20009

From: Jim Dougherty [mailto:jimdougherty@aol.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 9:28 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: South Capitol Street

I'm a cyclist and a resident of near SW.

I'm disappointed that the proposed plan for S. Cap. does not
include bicycling facilities.

This stance is grossly at odds with other transportation
trends in Washington.

I urge you to revise the plan to make it bicycle friendly.

Jim Dougherty
202-488-1180

Jim Dougherty
709 3rd St. NW
Wash, DC 20024
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From: michael durr [mailto:michaeldurr100@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 5:00 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: Please Better Integration of Cycling Improvements in
the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

If you are gonna spend $800 million on a bridge its penny
wise and pund foolish to leave bike infrastrucute out of all
the connections to the bridge.

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

michael durr
5800 nebraska ave. nw
washington, dc 20015

From: Nathan Edwards [mailto:nathan.c.edwards@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:10 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Nathan Edwards
1336 Riggs St NW
Washington DC, DC 20009
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From: Emily Ellington [mailto:edawg347@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 1:29 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Emily Ellington
714 Capitol Square Place SW
Washington, DC 20024

From: Qres Ephraim [mailto:qephraim@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:19 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Qres Ephraim
5282 Loughboro Rd. NW
Washington, DC 20016



 m-57

From: Helen Epps [mailto:hcepps@juno.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 1:25 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: Assure Better Integration of Cycling Improvements in
the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed by the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

At this time of increasing gasoline prices, increasing
obesity and greater traffic desity, any plans should enclude
and encourage use of alternative transportation, including
and specifically bicycling and walking.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Helen Epps
3888 Porter St. NW B344
Washington, DC 20016

From: John Epps [mailto:Johndepps@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:51 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

John Epps
327 Division Ave
Washington, DC 20019
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From: Janelle Estaris [mailto:jfestaris@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:49 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Janelle Estaris
901 6th St SW, apt 313A
apt 313A
Washington, DC 20024

From: Rachel Evans [mailto:rachel.r.evans@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:07 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Rachel Evans
1616 16th Street, NW, #705
Washington, DC 20009
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From: Bill Falls [mailto:billfalls@verizon.net]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:20 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist and DC resident with a special interest in
cycling to and from the new Wilson Bridge bike lane via SE
DC, I am disappointed in the failure to meaningfully include
cycling improvements anywhere within the project study area,
except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Bill Falls
2321 Ontario Road NW
2321 Ontario Rd NW
Washington, DC 20009

From: Kenley Farmer [mailto:kenleyfarmer@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:16 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Kenley Farmer
1309 Fairmont St.
Apt. B
Washington, DC 20009
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From: Sarah Kristin Farthing [mailto:rustmyrtle@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, May 07, 2011 11:09 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Sarah Kristin Farthing
146 U Street NE
Washington
Washington, DC 20002

From: Gavin Feiger [mailto:gavin.feiger@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:19 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Gavin Feiger
4518 14th St NW
Washington, DC 20011
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From: Kathryn Ferger [mailto:dcstreet@rcn.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:26 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.
Kathy Ferger

Kathryn Ferger
1337 Hamilton St. NW
Washington, DC 20011

From: Felix Fischer [mailto:ffischer1@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 1:17 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Felix Fischer
6212 Verne Street
Bethesda, MD 20817
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From: Paul Fitch [mailto:fitchflores@verizon.net]
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2011 5:37 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Paul Fitch
4938 1st St, NW
Washington, DC 20011

From: Francisco Fitch-Flores [mailto:omgitsfr4ncis@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2011 6:52 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Francisco Fitch-Flores
4938 1st St, NW
Washington, DC 20011
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From: Tim Fitzgerald [mailto:hawaiifitz@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:23 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Tim Fitzgerald
1505 C St. SE
Washington, DC 20003

From: Brendan Fitzpatrick [mailto:brefitz@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:28 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Brendan Fitzpatrick
1460 Harvard St NW Apt A
Washington, DC 20009
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From: Katie Fitzpatrick [mailto:kefitzpatrick@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 9:46 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist for both commuting and recreating , I am
disappointed in the failure to meaningfully include cycling
improvements anywhere within the project study area, except
on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.
Katie Fitzpatrick

Katie Fitzpatrick
1301 M St, NW, Apt 211
Washington, DC 20005

From: Liam Fitzsimmons [mailto:Liam.Fitzsimmons@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:34 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: Cycling Improvements in the South Capitol Street
FEIS

DC Public Servants,

I respectfully request your consideration of WABA's analysis
of your plan. Apologies for the form mail but I'm a busy
public employee! I also love to bike this city.

Thanks,
Liam

Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.
No bike lanes are created. They should be.
No cycletracks are included. They should be.
Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.
No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.
This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Liam Fitzsimmons
127 4th Street, SE, Apt B
Washington, DC 20003
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From: Fritz von Fleckenstein [mailto:fritz@alumni.reed.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:35 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Fritz von Fleckenstein
3109 14th St. NE
Washington, DC 20017-2927

From: Diane Ford [mailto:dfford403@peoplepc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 12:10 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Diane Ford
800 4th St SW Apt N813
Washington, DC 20024
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From: Christopher Forinash [mailto:forinash99+sg@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 2:59 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Christopher Forinash
2237 N Wakefield St
Arlington, DC 22207

From: Asa Foss [mailto:asafoss@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:16 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Asa Foss
1877 Ingleside Ter NW
2101 L ST NW
Washington, DC 20010
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From: Daniel Foster and Melissa Kramer
[mailto:drdfoster@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, May 05, 2011 9:59 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a bike commuter, tax-payer and voting city-resident I am
really disappointed in the lack of meaningful cycling
improvements within the project study area besides the bridge
itself. The bike lanes on the bridge need to be integrated
into the surrounding community to be truly useful. Bike lane,
cycletracks and  multi-use paths should be part of the
preferred alternative. Cyclists like myself should be thought
of when designing the large and complex oval and circle
connections at the bridges. Please make Southeast DC safer
and more bike-friendly. Make not only the bridge but also the
surrounding connections available to bikers by intelligent
urban design (complete streets).

Thank you.

Dan Foster

Daniel Foster and Melissa Kramer
1433 W Street NW
Washington, DC 20009

From: Catherine Frum [mailto:msfrum@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 7:23 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Catherine Frum
3766 W Street
Washington, DC 20007
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From: Thomas Fulcher [mailto:tfulcher@studley.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2011 3:13 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Thomas Fulcher
5419 Cathedral Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20016

From: Brandon Fuller [mailto:brandonsfuller@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:21 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: Spending my Taxes on the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist and tax payer, I am disappointed in the failure
to meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within
the project study area, except on the bridge itself. To spend
$800 million of tax payer money on a project that only
benefits a segment of our population is wrong.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Brandon Fuller
350 G Street SW
Washington, DC 20024
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From: Shawn Gallagher [mailto:shawn.gallagher@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, May 06, 2011 11:26 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, federal employee, and former resident of
Capitol Hill, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Shawn Gallagher
7212 Shreve Rd
Falls Church, VA 22043

From: Mark Galvin [mailto:markjgalvan@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2011 9:18 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Mark Galvin
1451 Belmont St NW #217
Washington, DC 20009
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From: Amanda Gant [mailto:amanda.gant@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:39 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Amanda Gant
4016 Calvert Street NW, Apt. 1
Apt. 1
Washington, DC 20007

From: Abigail Gardner [mailto:abigail.gardner@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:51 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Abigail Gardner
1100 First Street SE
#1301
Washington, DC 200003
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From: Steve Gardner [mailto:brewitnow@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:34 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Steve Gardner
3708 Alton Place NW
Washington, DC 20016

From: Chris Garrett [mailto:stone@eslmusic.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 4:46 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Chris Garrett
566 Foxhall Place SE
Washington, DC 20032
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From: Joe Gersen [mailto:joegersen@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:27 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Joe Gersen
1944 3rd St NW
Washington, DC 20001

From: Kate Geyer [mailto:geyer.kate@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2011 10:26 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Kate Geyer
1760 Kenyon Street NW
Washington, DC 20010
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From: Ian Glazer [mailto:ian.glazer@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:30 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Ian Glazer
3015 Porter St
Washington, DC 20008

From: Kelly Grant [mailto:kellygrant.phd@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:26 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Kelly Grant
447 Newton Pl
447 Newton Pl NW
Washington, DC 20010
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From: Christine Green [mailto:christine@cgsquared.org]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:25 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.
Christine Green

Christine Green
219 5th St SE
#2
Washington, DC 20003

From: Brian Grundstrom [mailto:brian@brianwilbur.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 12:17 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Brian Grundstrom
1453 S Street NW
Washington, DC 20009-3819
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From: sebastien guilmard [mailto:sguilmard@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:45 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

sebastien guilmard
2750 14th street, nw, #102
washington, DC 20009

From: sebastien guilmard [mailto:guilmard.sebastien@epa.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2011 7:19 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

sebastien guilmard
1201 Constitution Ave, E-Blg B104
Washington, DC 20004



m-76

From: Leyla Gungor [mailto:lsgungor@hhlaw.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:41 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Leyla Gungor
2100 19th St. NW #405
Washington DC, DC 20009

From: Roberta Gutman [mailto:roberta.gutman@verizon.net]
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2011 9:30 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Roberta Gutman
1220 North Carolina Ave NE
Washington, DC 20002-6232
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From: Rachel Hall [mailto:rachelreza@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:28 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Rachel Hall
1821 19th St NW
Washington D.C., DC 20009

From: Will Handsfield [mailto:willhandsfield@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 12:42 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Will Handsfield
2630 Woodley Pl. NW
Washington, DC 20008
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From: Jeffrey Hanft [mailto:jeff.hanft@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:46 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I would like better cycling facilities included in
the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Jeffrey Hanft
1116 Monroe St NW
Washington, DC 20010

Jeffrey Hanft
1116 Monroe St NW
Washington, DC 20010

From: Geoff Harcourt [mailto:geoff.harcourt@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:25 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Geoff Harcourt
2304 17th Street NW
Washington, DC 20009
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From: Meg Harmsen [mailto:megharmsen@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 8:38 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Meg Harmsen
443 2nd St SE
Washington, DC 20003

From: Janine Harris [mailto:janinejharris@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:48 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Janine Harris
3200 16th St. NW Apt. 619
Washington, DC 20010
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From: Geoffrey Hatchard [mailto:hatchard@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 4:03 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: the lack of cycling improvements in the south
capitol street FEIS is appalling
Mr. Dorsey:

I'm more than disappointed in the failure to meaningfully
include cycling improvements anywhere within the South
Capitol Street project study area, except on the bridge
itself.

Anywhere that a street is being reconstructed, especially a
collector or arterial street, there should be serious
consideration (if not a requirement) to make it a "complete
street." (I wish that it was law in DC, but unfortunately,
that is not the case currently.) The fact that there is
nothing included here to make for complete streets, usable
for all modes of transportation, is a travesty. I worry that
this is the result of the change in administration after the
last election. Please convince me that I am wrong!

There were multi-use trails in the draft plan, and they're
gone. There's no solid transition for cyclists coming off the
bridge on either end - if we're going to be stuck with no
good facilities for cyclists on the approaches to the bridge,
at least work on the transitions!

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

I beg you to reconsider this plan. I'm tired, as a cyclist,
of having my mode of transportation being considered an
afterthought.

Respectfully,

Geoffrey Hatchard
1218 Oates Street NE
Washington, DC 20002

From: Janie Hayes [mailto:janie@jimmyandjanie.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:21 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Janie Hayes
1303 Clifton St NW
#4
Washington, DC 20009
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From: Susan Heineman [mailto:suehein@umd.edu]
Sent: Thursday, May 12, 2011 10:50 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Susan Heineman
2458 Ontario Rd NW
Apt. 601
Washington, DC 20009

From: Amy heller [mailto:aheller@umwafunds.org]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 12:25 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Amy heller
2121 K St NW
Washington, DC 20037
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From: Paul Herman [mailto:paul.of.herman@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 12:10 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Paul Herman
1211 S St. NW
Washington, DC 20009

From: J HERZ [mailto:JHZDC@YAHOO.COM]
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2011 9:01 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

We need bicyles to be an integral part of DC transportation -
not an after thought.
Thank you.

J HERZ
1853 LAMONT ST NW
WASHINGTON, DC 20010
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From: David Hertzfeldt [mailto:davidathoffman@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 7:04 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: Integration of Cycling Improvements in the South
Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a District taxpayer and cyclist, I confused by no  cycling
serious improvements within the project study area, except on
the bridge itself.

Why are bike lanes created. .

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.
David Hertzfeldt
Washington DC

David Hertzfeldt
2537 Queen Annes Lane NW
Washington, DC 20037

From: Rex Hodgson [mailto:rexhodgson@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 4:17 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Rex Hodgson
2298 17th St NW #2
Washington, DC 20009
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From: Margo Hoftijzer [mailto:margohoft@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 12:40 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Margo Hoftijzer
140 Bryant St. NW
Washington, DC 20001

From: George Holman [mailto:georgeholman@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 12:19 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: Please include cycling in the South Capitol Street
Project
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

I am an avid bicycle rider, and I am writing to encourage you
to incorporate cycling into your Final EIS. In a time of
rising gas prices, cycling will be an important alternative
method of transportation for many District residents.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

George Holman
417 Constitution Ave NE
Washington, DC 20002
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From: Thomas Holmes [mailto:holt253@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:37 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Thomas Holmes

Thomas Holmes
3510 16th St. NW #304
Washington, DC 20010

: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 8:11 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Faye Hopper
645 Girard St SE, Apt B
Washington, DC 20017
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From: Barbara Howe [mailto:barb@barbhowe.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:41 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

I regularly cycle all over the city and have noticed that the
infrastructure in this area is especially unfriendly to
bicycles. As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Barbara Howe
500 M St NW #3
Washington, DC 20001

From: Rachel Hutt [mailto:rachel.hutt@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:42 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Rachel Hutt
1601 Argonne Pl NW #524
Washington, DC 20009
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From: Phillip Jenkins [mailto:kc8srg@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2011 6:53 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Phillip Jenkins

Phillip Jenkins
1660 Lanier Pl #214
Washington, DC 20009

From: Andrew Jewell [mailto:andrew_jewell@hotmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2011 4:10 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Andrew Jewell
1391 Pennsylvania Avenue SE Apt 502
Washington, DC 20003
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From: Stuart Johnson [mailto:stuart.johnson10@verizon.net]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 8:29 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Stuart Johnson
4344 Verplanck Pl NW
4344 Verplanck Pl NW
Washington, DC 20016

From: Casey Johnston [mailto:rdjcasey@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 2:01 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Casey Johnston
1345 A Street NE Apt 1
Washington, DC 20002
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From: Fred Joiner [mailto:fred.joiner@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:22 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.
Fred Joiner

Fred Joiner
2601 Douglass Pl SE Unit 203
washington, DC 20020

From: Pam Jordan [mailto:pennyeti@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:57 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Pam Jordan
2720 Wisconsin Ave, NW
Apt 803
Washington, DC 20007
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From: Robert Judd [mailto:rwjudd@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:17 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Robert Judd
1742 Lamont St NW
Washington, DC 20010

From: Alejo Jumat [mailto:ajumat@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:42 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Alejo Jumat
1662 Kalorama Rd NW
Washington, DC 20009
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From: Rebecca Kalmus [mailto:rkalmus@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 8:57 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Rebecca Kalmus
1200 14th St NW
Apt 501
Washington, DC 20005

From: CHRIS KATTENBURG [mailto:CHRIS.KATTENBURG@GMAIL.COM]
Sent: Thursday, May 05, 2011 4:35 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Mr. Dorsey,

As a Ward 7 resident who frequently travels accross the
bridge on a bike, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you,

Chris Kattenburg
617 19th St. N.E. Apt. #1 (Ward 7)
Washington, DC 20002

CHRIS KATTENBURG
P.O. BOX 1578
WASHINGTON, DC 20013
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From: Ken Katz [mailto:kskatz@toad.net]
Sent: Thursday, May 12, 2011 11:29 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.
No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

The South Capital Street area is developing, albeit slowly,
into a wonderful area that can only be enhanced, most
importantly environmentally by  the meaningful inclusion of
plans that welcome cyclists in the FEIS.

Respectfully.

Ken Katz
3411 Fessenden Street NW
Washington, DC 20008

From: Jason Keiner [mailto:Keineropoly@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:28 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Jason Keiner
330 Bryant St NE
Washington, DC, DC 20002
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From: Malcolm Kenton [mailto:mkenton@ggwash.org]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:33 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: Make South Capitol Street Project Cycle-Friendly
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Malcolm Kenton
31 Florida Ave. NW
Washington, DC 20001-1143

From: Kathleen Keshishian [mailto:katekesh@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, May 05, 2011 5:48 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself. Bicycling is
important mode of transportation as D.C. sees more and more
traffic.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Kathleen Keshishian
1203 S St NW
Washington, DC 20009
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From: Scott Kirkwood [mailto:scottkdc@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:18 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: Let's See Cycling Improvements in the South Capitol
Street FEIS!
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Scott Kirkwood
300 M Street SW #N-607
Washington, DC 20024

From: Lukas Kohler [mailto:lukaspkohler@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:19 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist commuter, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Lukas Kohler

Lukas Kohler
3600 11th St NW
Washington, DC 20010
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From: John Koczela [mailto:Jack@koczela.net]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:09 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

John Koczela
5525 Hawthorne Place, NW
Washington, DC 20016

From: Michelle Kohn [mailto:mickohn@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:30 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Michelle Kohn
2130 P street, NW
Apt 227
Washington, DC 20037
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From: Andrew Kolb [mailto:akolb@conservation.org]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:22 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Andrew Kolb
1301 14th St NW # 407
Washington, DC 20005

From: Jason Kopp [mailto:jason.f.kopp@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:22 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Jason Kopp
600 Water St. SW, NBU 5-3
Washington, DC 20024
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From: Ben Kracke [mailto:bkracke@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:21 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Please Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Ben Kracke
1301 Vermont Ave, NW
#506
Washington, DC 20005

From: Jonathan Krall [mailto:jonathan@jonathankrall.net]
Sent: Friday, May 06, 2011 1:37 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist who works along S Capitol Street, I am stunned
by the failure to meaningfully include cycling improvements
anywhere within the project study area, except on the bridge
itself. I am concerned that DC, south of the Anacostia, will
be missing out on the considerable economic and quality-of-
life benefits of bicycle facilities. Once again, it seems
that Anacostia will be left out in the cold.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Jonathan Krall
6A East Mason Ave
Alexandria, VA 22301
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From: Aimee Larsen [mailto:aimee.larsen@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:19 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Aimee Larsen
1628 C St. SE Apt 303
Washington, DC 20003

From: Janet Larsen [mailto:jlarsen@earth-policy.org]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:42 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Janet Larsen
3624 13th Street NE
Washington, DC 20017
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From: Kate Larsen [mailto:katemlarsen@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:19 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Kate Larsen
2100 19th St NW
Washington, DC 20009

From: Marc Lasky [mailto:marclasky@comcast.net]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 1:40 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.
Marc Lasky

Marc Lasky
5510 Nevada Ave NW
Washington, DC 20015
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From: James Leake [mailto:james.leake@talk21.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:38 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

James Leake
1700 Harvard St NW
Apt 212
Washington, DC 20009

From: Jean Le Dem [mailto:jeanledem@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:36 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Jean Le Dem
7204 44th ST
Chevy Chase, MD 20815
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From: Alix Leger [mailto:alixleg@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:46 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Alix Leger
1248 C St NE
Washington, DC 2010

From: HJ Lehman [mailto:jlehman28@excite.com]
Sent: Sunday, May 08, 2011 12:42 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

HJ Lehman
816 Gist Avenue
Silver Spring, MD 20910
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From: Stephen Lerch [mailto:slerch123@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 1:59 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS

Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As someone who has commuted from the Woodridge neighborhood
in NE to East of the River for over 12 years , I am
disappointed in the failure to meaningfully include cycling
improvements anywhere within the project study area, except
on the bridge itself. Getting around Anacostia is difficult
because the area lacks the basic infrastructure. This plan is
wholly inadequate for a City that purpots itself as "bike
friendly"

No bike lanes are created. They should be.
No cycletracks are included. They should be.
Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Stephen Lerch
3805 31st St
Mount Rainier, MD 20712

From: Jen Lesar [mailto:jlesar@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 5:01 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Jen Lesar
2852 Ontario Rd NW #1
Washington, DC 20009
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From: Matthew Lesh [mailto:matthew.lesh@dot.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2011 8:52 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Matthew Lesh
1600 New Jersey Ave
Washington, DC 20590

From: David Levinger [mailto:dlevinger@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:16 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

David Levinger
6827 4th St NW #306
Washington, DC 20012
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From: Julie Locascio [mailto:pomba27@aol.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 9:33 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Julie Locascio
2400 16th Street NW, Apt. 743
Washington, DC 20009

From: Tracy Loh [mailto:thadden@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:33 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: A SW resident requests accomodation for cyclists in
the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:
I am a resident of Ward 6 in Southwest, just a few blocks
from South Capitol Street. I use a bicycle as my primary mode
of transportation. The failure to include meaningful cycling
improvements in the South Capitol Street FEIS (except on the
bridge itself) will have a substantial negative impact on my
quality of life and my ability to get around.
Why were no bike lanes created?  They should be. I have been
patiently waiting for more bike lanes in this area for years
- bike lanes should be for everyone, not just residents of
Capitol Hill.
No cycletracks are included. They should be. Didn't the
Capitol Riverfront BID already pay for a design for an M
Street cycletrack?  There are also other streets within the
study area that would be great candidates for a cycletrack.
Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. Southwest has had quite enough
of planners making sweeping decisions to transform the
neighborhood with zero transparency. You should abide by the
alternatives that were shown at public meetings.
No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.
This project should benefit the neighborhood it is located
in, not just people passing through. Making the project bike-
friendly is a critical part of accomplishing that. The
preferred alternative, as described in the FEIS, is just
another missed opportunity to make SE and SW better places to
live.
Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.
Thank you.
Tracy Loh
1435 4th St. SW #B612
Washington, DC 20024
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From: Adam Looney [mailto:adamlooney@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:24 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Adam Looney
1421 T Street NW Apt 5
Washington, DC 20009

From: Tai Lung [mailto:taiclung@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 2:10 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Tai Lung
1012 C St NE
Washington, DC 20002
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From: Samir Luther [mailto:samirx@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:45 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Samir Luther
3647 Warder St NW
Washington, DC 20010

From: ben lyttleton [mailto:blyttleton@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:52 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

ben lyttleton
17 R St NE
Washington, DC 20002
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From: Elizabeth Machmer [mailto:lizmachmer@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, May 06, 2011 4:21 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Elizabeth Machmer
45 1/2 U St NW
Washington, DC 20001

From: Timothy Maher [mailto:tmaher103@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:45 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Timothy Maher
1713 7th st nw
apt 502
washington, DC 20001
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From: NAt Malkus [mailto:natmalkus@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:50 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

NAt Malkus
3230 Park PL nw
Washington, DC 20010

From: John Manley [mailto:ManleyJ111@aol.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:54 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

John Manley
767 10th St SE
Washington, DC 20003
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From: Kevin Markham [mailto:news@kevinmarkham.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2011 12:34 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Kevin Markham
1230 13th St NW Apt 208
Washington, DC 20005

From: Sean Marrett [mailto:sean.marrett@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:34 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: Better Integration of Cycling Improvements in the
South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist and a resident of the District I am disappointed
in the failure to meaningfully include cycling improvements
anywhere within the project study area, except on the bridge
itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Sean Marrett
531 7Th St. NE
Washington, DC 20002
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From: Christopher Marshall [mailto:marsh225@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 9:50 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: Please re-include bicycle amenities in the South
Capitol plan
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Christopher Marshall
2570 University Pl NW, Unit 1
Unit 1
Washington, DC 20009

From: Greta Martin [mailto:greta.martin13@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:08 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Greta Martin
2109 F St, NW
Washington, DC 20052
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From: Larry Martin [mailto:martin.lawrence@epa.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:24 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Larry Martin
POB 7256
Washington, DC 20044

From: Jason Mattis [mailto:jasonmattis@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 2:34 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Jason Mattis
607 Rock Creek Church Rd NW
Washington, DC 20010
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From: Emily Mazurak [mailto:mazurake@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:17 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Emily Mazurak
609 Florid Ave, nW
Washington, DC 20001

From: Daniel McClain [mailto:danielmcclain@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:58 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, business owner, neighborhood resident, and
citizen of Washington DC, I am disappointed by the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided in order that the bridge may fulfill
its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Daniel McClain
1317 E St. NE
Washington, DC 20002
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From: David McCurdy [mailto:dc_real@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:16 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

David McCurdy
1639 Hobart St NW
Washington, DC 20009

From: Jason McFarland [mailto:terraform74@me.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:24 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
Jason McFarland
1000 Pennsylvania Avenue, SE
Washington, DC 20003
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From: Caroline McGregor [mailto:carolinejmcgregor@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:18 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Caroline McGregor
930 S Street
Washington, DC 20001

From: Paddy McGuire [mailto:paddy@mcguires.us]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 12:23 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Paddy McGuire
1336 4th St SW
Washington, DC 20024-2202
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From: Paul Meijer [mailto:meijer@cua.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 1:32 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Paul Meijer
1438 Geranium St. NW
Washington, DC 20012

From: IVAN MENDIZABAL [mailto:iamuno@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:33 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

IVAN MENDIZABAL
1840 BILTMORE ST #43
1840 Biltmore St NW
WASHINGTON, DC 20009
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From: chris meyer [mailto:chris.w.meyer@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:19 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I request Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself. Ideally, we
can move more people to cycling and generate the indirect
benefits from cycling (healthier population, less pollution)
compared the indirect negatives from facilitating driving
(less activity population and more pollution).

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

I appreciate your considering this request.

chris meyer
1321 Harvard Street NW
Washington, DC 20009

From: Russell Miller [mailto:bluecrabby@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, May 06, 2011 1:41 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: South Capitol Street Project

Hello Mr. Dorsey,

I live in the Southwest Waterfront neighborhood, just down
the street from South Capitol Street. I was very pleased to
see the initial plans for South Capitol's redevelopment. As
it currently stands South Capitol Street is the worst
possible design for the area. It resembles more of a highway
than an urban street but with fewer protected crossings. I
avoid the area as much as possible as a result. I am also an
avid cyclist and enjoy biking across the bridge to Anacostia
Park where they are building fantastic bike paths. I was very
disappointed to see that the project's plans do not include
any bike lanes, cycletraks or sharrows. The ongoing
redevelopment of the Navy Yard/ Ballpark/ Buzzards Point area
will drastically change the nature of the area and calls for
modern urban design. South Capitol Street will never be
complete or reach it's full potential unless it includes bike
lanes or a cycletrak. I encourage your team to look at
options that include bike lanes and allow everyone to use
South Capitol street, not just those who are blowing through
at 50 mph.

--
Russell W. Miller



 m-117

From: Seth Miller [mailto:miller_seth_a@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, May 06, 2011 9:22 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Seth Miller
1325 15th St NW
#405
Washington, DC 20005

From: Galey Modan [mailto:gmodan@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 3:02 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: South Capitol Street FEIS Needs Improved Cycling
Provisions
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Galey Modan
1800 Kilbourne Pl. NW
Washington, DC 20010
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From: Yavar Moghimi [mailto:ymoghimi@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:49 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Yavar Moghimi
2939 Van Ness St NW #1144
Washington, DC 20008

From: Kate Molski [mailto:katiemojo@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 12:49 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.
Kate Molski

Kate Molski
45 R St NW Apt 1
Washington, DC 20001
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From: David Montez [mailto:david.montez@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:56 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

David Montez
3511 Center St. NW
1401 New York Ave. NW
Washington, DC 20010

From: Christian Morris [mailto:cmorris02@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 3:52 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Christian Morris
1507 30th St. NW
Washington, DC 20007
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From: Vincent Morris [mailto:vsmorris@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:39 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Vincent Morris
332 E Street NE
Washington, DC 20002

From: Sarah Mosbacher [mailto:sarahmosbacher@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:21 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

DDOT has already done so much to make this city a better
place for me as a cyclist. Please keep up the good work and
keep improving our city's transportation infrastructure by
including bike transportation improvements and encouraging
cycling!

Thank you.

Sarah Mosbacher
1114 F St NE, Apt 410
Washington, DC 20002
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From: Martin [mailto:moultonm@aol.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:37 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Cc: Barry, Marion (COUNCIL); vgray@dc.gov; Wells, Thomas (COUNCIL);
Quander, Paul (EOM)
Subject: South Capitol Street FEIS DDOT: Ward 8 residents deserve
better
Dear Mr. Dorsey:
The current South Capitol Street FEIS plan is a disservice to the
residents in Ward 8. It hardly reflects Mayor Vince Gray's OneCity
vision and completely disregards the need for residents on both sides
of the river to be able to commute back and forth by bicycle -- the
most personally and environmentally beneficial mode of transportation
around these days.

As a cyclist, and the son of mother who cycle-commuted most of her
career, I am disappointed in DDOT's failure and short sightedness by
not including meaningful cycling improvements within the project
study area, except on the bridge itself. As a kid, I was always
worried that mom, an intrepid cyclist, would have difficulty getting
to or from work because officials in our area failed to include bike
facilities in their infrastructure plans.

Ward 8 has many lower income and residents and others who might
greatly benefit from the cost efficient option of commuting by
bicycle if only city officials incorporated proper safety features
that would encourage such use.
In this plan, no bike lanes are created; they should be. No
cycletracks are included; they should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft" to
"preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the preferred
alternative.
No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the large and
complex oval and circle connections at the bridges. This must be
provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion of
Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred alternative,
as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study area--not
just the bridge--for cyclists by providing appropriately designed
facilities and connections.
Thank you.

Martin Moulton, [#39] President
Convention Center Community Association | CCCA-online.org
(202) 422-1161 | Twitter: @CCCA

From: Pat Munoz [mailto:pmunoz@rivernetwork.org]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 2:43 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Pat Munoz
3814 Albemarle Street, NW
Washington, DC 20016
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From: Keith Murphy [mailto:kmurphy_dc@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, May 06, 2011 4:29 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: South Capitol Street FEIS - Pushing bikes out of the
Picture - Why?
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

I bike throgh that area on a regular basis. And I am shocked
what you are planning. I thought the city was moving in the
direction of helping cyclist and this is not helping.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Keith Murphy
1304 North Carolina Ave. NE
Washington, DC 20002

From: John Nash [mailto:john_nash@me.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 1:39 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

John Nash
1214 W St NW
Washington, DC 20009
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From: Joshua Nadas [mailto:josh.nadas@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:18 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist who rides every day in Washington D.C., I am
disappointed in the failure to meaningfully include cycling
improvements anywhere within the project study area, except
on the bridge itself.
As the city grows and changes, we need to integrate bicycle
transportation into every plan. It may not seem like a lot
for this or any project, but when bikes are considered in
planning - the long term changes are tremendous. Please
consider the following:
No bike lanes are created. They should be.
No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Joshua Nadas
1701 Park Road NW #417
1701 park road nw
Washington, DC 20010

From: Ethan Nasr [mailto:ethannasr@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 4:40 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: Please improve cycling options in the South Capitol
Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

DC greatly benefits from more cycling and a resulting
reduction of cars on the road, reducing costs of road
maintenance, congestion, traffic direction, parking problems,
etc.

Please help to remedy this project to promote more cycling in
DC

Thank you.

Ethan Nasr

Ethan Nasr
907 Quincy St. NW #3
Washington, DC 20011
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From: Shalom Nelson [mailto:shazzmo@earthlink.net]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:23 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Shalom Nelson
2500 Q St. NW
Apt. 541
Washington, DC 20007

From: Catherine Ng [mailto:catherine.ng@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:42 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Catherine Ng
2606 Garfield St NW
Apt 4
Washington, DC 20008
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From: Tara Nielsen [mailto:tebackman@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2011 8:37 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

I am a cyclist that lives and works in DC. I am disappointed
in the South Capitol St plan and changes that were made AFTER
the public comment period. I fully endorse the views below.
Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Tara Nielsen

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.
No bike lanes are created. They should be.
No cycletracks are included. They should be.
Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.
No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Tara Nielsen
3225 Grace St NW
Washington, DC 20007

From: Sylwia Nowak [mailto:sylwianowak@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 3:32 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Sylwia Nowak
225 I St NE
Washington, DC 20002
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From: Kevin O'Hara [mailto:kevin.m.ohara@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:36 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Kevin O'Hara
1863 Kalorama Road NW
Apt 3b
Washington, DC 20009

From: Paul Orum [mailto:paul_orum@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 4:24 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: Improe Cycling Connections in the South Capitol
Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Paul Orum
PO Box 15465
Washington, DC 20003
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From: Chris Orvin [mailto:chris.a.orvin@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2011 10:08 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Chris Orvin
336 U St NW
Washington, DC 20001

From: Jacqueline Ostfeld [mailto:jostfeld@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:21 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Jacqueline Ostfeld
4222 7th St. NW
Washington, DC 20011
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From: Alan Page [mailto:alanpagedc@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:47 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Alan Page
1209 1/2 Wylie St NE
Washington, DC 20002

From: Jefferson Parke [mailto:Jeffersonparke@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 1:14 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Jefferson Parke
1108 5th St NW
Washington, DC 20001
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From: Julie Parker [mailto:jtparker@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 7:46 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Julie Parker
807 Delaware Ave SW
Washington, DC 20024

From: Chris Parker [mailto:chriswillpark.dc@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 12:38 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Chris Parker
4828 Illinois Ave. NW
Washington, DC 20011
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From: Jim Parson [mailto:parsjtjr1@aol.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:38 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Jim Parson
1802 Burke St., SE
Washington, DC 20003

From: Joshua Patchus [mailto:patchusj@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:20 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Joshua Patchus
850 Quincy St NW Apt 713
Washington, DC 20011
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From: Malav Patel [mailto:malavjpatel@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:17 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Malav Patel
2043 Gales St NE
Washington, DC 20002

From: Catharine Pear [mailto:cat@bikethesites.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:03 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Catharine Pear
450 Massachusetts Ave NW
Washington, DC 20001
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From: Danilo Pelletiere [mailto:danilo@nlihc.org]
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2011 6:29 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: Bicycling on the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a resident of Capitol Hill I want to be able to bicycle
across the Anacostia river and use Anacostia park in a
meaningful way and with my children who are 7 and 9 and will
likely soon be playing soccer and doing other activities in
the park. When I was a kid we had to be driven to the fields
and eventually drive ourselves. And if we wanted to take a
bike ride loop we had to head down to the Potomac. Now you
have an opportunity to rectify that.

Please restore the multi-use and dedicated cycleways and
assure that there is a safe and pleasant way to access and
exit the bridge. The bridge should also serve to enhance the
city and connect it in new ways.

Thank you.

Danilo Pelletiere
1101 D Street, NE
Washington, DC 20002

From: Pete Petrlich [mailto:pietro44720@yahoo.com]
Sent: Saturday, May 07, 2011 2:06 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Pete Petrlich
1000 New Jersey Ave SE #929
Washington, DC 20003
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From: Charles and Shari Lawrence Pfleeger
[mailto:shari@pfleeger.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 4:18 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: Better Integration of Cycling Improvements in the
South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

The proposed improvements to the South Capitol Street bridge
are disappointing, because they fail to take the "cycling
neighborhood" into account. It makes no sense to make it easy
to cycle across the bridge if it is difficult for cyclists to
get to and from the bridge in the first place. The plan
creates no new bike lanes or cycle tracks. There is no
commitment to multiuse paths. There is no clear integration
of cycles into the oval and circle connections.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity. If cyclists cannot easily get across the
Anacostia, then cyclists are prevented from helping to
support businesses and community programs east of the river.
By contrast, look at how making Bethesda and Arlington
bicycle-friendly has enhanced those communities' economic
growth.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.
Yours sincerely, Shari Lawrence Pfleeger

Charles and Shari Lawrence Pfleeger
4519 Davenport St. NW
Washington, DC 20016

From: Torgom Pogossian [mailto:tpogossian@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:21 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Torgom Pogossian
4101 4th St, NW
Washington, DC 20011
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From: Bridget Pooley [mailto:bridget.pooley@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 1:31 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Bridget Pooley
1439 Spring Road NW
Apartment 203
Washington, DC 20010

From: Read Porter [mailto:rdporter01@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:40 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Read Porter
3931 W St NW #1
Washington, DC 20007
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From: Mark Raynault [mailto:raynaultm@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:31 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Mark Raynault
3612 Whitehaven Pkwy, NW
Washington, DC 20007

From: Allen Pritchard [mailto:arpritchard@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:39 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Allen Pritchard

Allen Pritchard
1812 Ingleside Terr NW #5
WASHINGTON, DC 20010
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From: Sarah Ralston [mailto:sarahmailings@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:19 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Sarah Ralston
2120 16th St NW
Apt 802
Washington, DC 20009

From: David Rees [mailto:dave@ubiqsoft.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:42 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: Please integrate cycling improvements into the South
Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist and voter, I feel we really need to use include
meaningfully cycling improvements in the project study area,
except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

David Rees
1858 California St NW
APT 43
Washington, DC 20009
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From: Andrew Reiter [mailto:andrew.reiter@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:17 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Andrew Reiter
1825 T Street N.W.
Apt. 502, DC 20009

From: Jennifer Riddell [mailto:jenariddell@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 1:17 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: Better Integration of Cycling Improvements in the
South Capitol Street FEIS saves lives
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

Bike lanes are an important safety feature on a busy road.
They remind cars to look for bicyclists, and give everyone
room to move safely. No bike lanes are created. They should
be. No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative. Creating bicycle infrastructure is the
key to increasing bicycle transportation shares. This is key
to reducing car traffic and congestion.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Jennifer Riddell
1439 Euclid St NW #201
Washington, DC 20009
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From: Kathryn Riley [mailto:riles8@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 12:40 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: Cycling Improvements are needed in the South Capitol
Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a lifelong bike rider, I moved to the Southwest
neighborhood almost 9 years ago becuase I appreicated its
proximity to the bicycke trails along the potomac river, and
access to the trails in Virginia. I was also very optimistic
that cycling options in SW and near SE would be improved to
allow for safer and more frewuent cycling transportation in
the area and across south capitol bridge towards Maryland.

I am disappointed in the failure to meaningfully include
cycling improvements anywhere within the South Capitol Street
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. No cycletracks are included.
Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.
No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals and
to ensure the safety and mobility of cyclists throughout the
national capitol area.
This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.
Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.
Thank you for your consideration and efforts to improve the
cycling options in the DC area.

Kathryn Riley
355 I Street, SW #409-S
Washington, DC 20024

From: Emily Rindone [mailto:emilyrindone@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 3:27 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Emily Rindone
816 E St. NE #311
Washington, DC 20002
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From: Jodi Robinson [mailto:jodimarie_21@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:11 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Jodi Robinson
1413 T Street, NW Unit 402
Washington, DC 20009

From: Mark Rodeffer [mailto:rodeffer@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 1:59 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Mark Rodeffer
2922 18th St NW
#1
Washington, DC 20009
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From: Mickelle Rodriguez [mailto:mickeller@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:22 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Mickelle Rodriguez
1507 Varnum St NW
Washington, DC 20011

From: Timothy Rodriguez [mailto:trodvmi92@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:25 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Timothy Rodriguez
1507 Varnum St NW
Washington, DC 20011
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From: Jessica Rogers [mailto:jejrogers@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:19 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Jessica Rogers
1931 Park Rd NW #3
Washington, DC 20010

From: Robin Roy [mailto:robinroy@stanfordalumni.org]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:35 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: We can and must do better. Better Integration of
Cycling Improvements in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a DC resident, motorist, pedestrian and cyclist, I am
terribly disappointed in the failure to properly include
cycling improvements in the project study area, except on the
bridge itself.

I request you make the following much-needed revisions:

- Establish well-integrated, safe bike lanes.

- Establish well-integrated, safe cycletracks.

- Restore the multi-use paths which were deleted to being the
preferred alternative.

- Provide for safe cyclist integration at the large and
complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The 'preferred
alternative' as described in the FEIS utterly fails to seize
that opportunity. It is a disgrace.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Robin Roy

Robin Roy
2510 Virginia Ave NW
Washington, DC 20037
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From: Emily Rugel [mailto:madellne@hotmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2011 7:55 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Emily Rugel
230 Rhode Island Ave. NE #314
Washington, DC 20002

From: Michael` Sams [mailto:planetmikeus@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 4:22 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself. Cycling in
Washington DC has increased dramatically over recent years
and DC needs to go beyond accepting this trend to embracing
and nurturing it.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Michael` Sams
5410 Connecticut Avenue
Washington, DC 20015
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From: Ben Sander [mailto:mightytennistwig@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:12 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Ben Sander
903 Gist Ave
Silver Spring, MD 20910

From: Eric sas [mailto:ericsas49@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 7:55 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.
Eric Sas

Eric sas
2480 16th st nw
washington, DC 20009
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From: Michele Scarbrough [mailto:aliveandliberal@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:45 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Michele Scarbrough
1713 7th St. NW Apt. 502
Washignton, DC 20001

From: Claire Schaefer [mailto:claire.schaefer@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:07 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Claire Schaefer
329 Virginia Ave Se Washington, DC
Washington, DC 20003
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From: Ryan Scholl [mailto:ryanxf@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:39 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Ryan Scholl
139 V St NW
Washington, DC US|DC

From: Melissa Schooler [mailto:mgschooler@hotmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2011 12:13 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Melissa Schooler
2233 Mount View Pl SE
Washington, DC 20020
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From: Aaron Schreiber-Stainthorp
[mailto:sublaaron01@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2011 8:15 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Aaron Schreiber-Stainthorp
1723 Webster St  NW
1723 Webster, NW
Washington, DC 20011

From: Stephanie Searle [mailto:stephanieysearle@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2011 11:49 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Stephanie Searle
4600 Connecticut Ave NW
Apt. 726
Washington, DC 20008
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From: leanne sedowski [mailto:frenchita23@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:41 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

leanne sedowski
2125 14th St NW #207
Washington, DC 20009

From: Jennifer Segal [mailto:Jhsegal@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 9:31 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Jennifer Segal
1301 Delaware avenue sw
Washington, DC 20024
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From: Marta Selinger [mailto:marta.selinger@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:57 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Marta Selinger
319 12th St NE, Apt 3
Washington, DC 20002

From: Patrick Serfass [mailto:pserfass@ttcorp.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:44 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: South Capitol Street FEIS: Need Better Integration
of Cycling
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Patrick Serfass
1126 I Street SE
Washington, DC 20003
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From: Paul Severance
[mailto:pseverance@capitalsourcebank.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2011 10:30 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: The South Capitol Street FEIS - 20th century plan
for the 21st century
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

I am a bicyclist who lives in SW DC. I do not own a car and
rely on my bicycle for most of my transportation needs. As
such, I am extremely disappointed in the South Capitol Street
FEIS because it appears that after the area is built out, the
area surrounding the new bridge will be MORE DANGEROUS for
bicyclists than it is presently.

How can you justify this, especially given that the
increasing cost of driving will inevitably persuade more and
more people to adopt alternatives to automobile
transportation?
No bike lanes are created. They should be.
No cycletracks are included. They should be.
Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.
No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Paul Severance
1310 4th St SW
Washington, DC 20024

From: Steve Seuser [mailto:steve.seuser@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:07 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself. I currently
avoid cycling across the Anacostia River because the options
are so abysmal, and I want this to change.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Steve Seuser
1504 Monroe Street NW
Washington, DC 20010
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From: Barbara Sheehy [mailto:bsheehy8@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:53 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements in the
South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

I am a recent cyclist commuter. One of the main reasons I decided to
ride to work rather than metro or bus was because of the new bike
lanes throughout the city. They have made me more comfortable riding
around town. My commute is shorter now. I'm healthier for doing it. I
am one fewer person on a crowded public transportation system. I find
myself cycling at the weekends too to other neighborhoods. It's good
for me, for my family and for the city. For these reasons, and the
ones outlined below, I urge you to rethink the proposal and make it
more bike friendly. DC has the opportunity to become a leader in
urban planning with a focus on non-car traffic. Already, Boston is
looking to DC as it implements a similar bikeshare program. DC should
continue to lead, and this new plan does not do that.

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to meaningfully
include cycling improvements anywhere within the project study area,
except on the bridge itself.
No bike lanes are created. They should be.
No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft" to
"preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the preferred
alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the large and
complex oval and circle connections at the bridges. This must be
provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion of
Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred alternative,
as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study area--not
just the bridge--for cyclists by providing appropriately designed
facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Barbara Sheehy
1461 Harvard St NW
Washington, DC 20009

From: Frank Shewmaker [mailto:fpshewmaker@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2011 10:25 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I want Better Integration of Cycling Improvements in
the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Frank Shewmaker
3432 Connecticut Av
Washington, DC 20008
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From: Sarah Shoenfeld [mailto:sarah_shoenfeld@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 12:29 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Sarah Shoenfeld
233 Gallatin St NW
Washington, DC 20011

From: Anna Shoup [mailto:annashoup@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:20 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Anna Shoup
1652 Park Road NW
Washington, DC 20010



m-152

From: ADam Sidel [mailto:mail@sidelfamily.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:42 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

ADam Sidel
5100 Fulton Street, NW
5100 Fulton Street, NW, Washington, DC  20016
Washington, DC 20016

From: Rachel Sims [mailto:rachelrsims@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:32 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Thank you.

Rachel Sims
835 3rd St NE Apt B
Washington, DC 20002
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From: Nicolle Singer [mailto:nicolle.singer@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:46 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: We Need Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

**Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from
"draft" to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned
to the preferred alternative.**

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Nicolle Singer
no paper mail please
Washington, DC 20008

From: Matt Siniscal [mailto:fiberoptic@hotmail.com]
Sent: Friday, May 06, 2011 7:04 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.
Matt Siniscal
350 G St. SW
Washington, DC 20024

Matt Siniscal
350 G St. SW #417
Washington, DC 20024
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From: Sankar Sitaraman [mailto:sankarman@hotmail.com]
Sent: Friday, May 06, 2011 1:04 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Sankar Sitaraman
538 Hobart Place NW
Washington, DC 20001-2914

From: Michael Slattery [mailto:mikeslattery@comcast.net]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 7:25 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Michael Slattery
490 M Street SW
306 West
Washington, DC 20024
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From: thomas smith [mailto:smith1965@hotmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 11, 2011 1:42 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.
black cyclist, t.e.smith

thomas smith
5 brandywine
apt 41
d.c., DC 20032

From: Tanya Snyder [mailto:tanya.c.snyder@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:28 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: South Capitol Street bicycle accommodations
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

I don't have a car. I'm able to live a car-free lifestyle
because D.C. is a dense, bike-friendly city. As a cyclist, I
do my part to reduce congestion in our city streets, to
reduce emissions that lead to global warming, to combat the
city's obesity epidemic, to lessen the pressure on scarce
parking, to improve traffic safety, and to foster cohesive
neighborhoods.

Give that bicycling can lead to all of these positive
outcomes, I'm surprised and disappointed that DDOT is not
giving us more consideration in the design of the South
Capitol Street crossing of the Anacostia.

There are no bike lanes or cycletracks; multi-use paths were
eliminated from the project; and no provision has been made
for cyclists at the oval and circle connections at the
bridges. This is an outmoded way to build transportation
infrastructure. D.C. has proven it can do better and be part
of a 21st century shift to multi-modal, sustainable
transportation. Why the shift back to the old, tired,
polluting ways?

Please correct for the errors in the current draft and
include cyclists and pedestrians fully in every aspect of the
design for the river connection.

Thank you,

Tanya Snyder
Washington, DC

Tanya Snyder
2298 17th Street NW, #9
Washington, DC 20009
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From: Daniel Sotelino [mailto:dsotelino@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:19 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

Bicycles should be the default "preferred" alternative. More
cyclists means less traffic on the road, less crowded public
transportation, and cleaner air.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Daniel Sotelino
314 Carroll St. NW
Apt. 318
Washington, DC 20012

From: Daniel Sparacin [mailto:sparacin@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:18 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Daniel Sparacin
401 12th st SE
Washington, DC 20003
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From: Melanie Spence [mailto:melanie.spence@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 9:55 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.
Melanie Spence

Melanie Spence
1435 4th St SW B816
Washington DC, DC 20024

From: Cristina von Spiegelfeld
[mailto:cristinaesteron@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:18 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Cristina von Spiegelfeld
147 R St. NE #10
Washington, DC 20002
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From: Kartik Sribarra [mailto:kartik@railstotrails.org]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 12:53 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Kartik Sribarra
2121 Ward Ct NW
Washington, DC 20037

From: Matthew Steil [mailto:matthew.steil@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 3:00 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Matthew Steil
4127 4th St. NW
Washington, DC 20011
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From: Sarah Stiles [mailto:sarahcstiles@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2011 10:11 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Sarah Stiles
1026 16th St., NW
Washington, DC 20036

From: John Stinson [mailto:stinson.jt@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:34 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

John Stinson
1215 10th Street NW
#22
Washington, DC 20001
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From: Ken Stump [mailto:magpiewdc@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2011 10:55 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist regular bike commuter, I am disappointed in the
failure of the  South Capitol Street FEIS to meaningfully
include cycling improvements anywhere within the project
study area, except on the bridge itself.A transportation
infrastructure plan of this scope can be a once-in-a-
generation event. Bicycle transport must be an integral part
of the mix.

Yet no bike lanes would be created by this project. It is not
sufficient to put a path on a bridge span when the bike lane
connections to that bridge, through our neighborhoods, are
lacking. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.
Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.
No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.
This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Ken Stump
2747 Ordway St. NW
Apt B
Washington, DC 20008

From: Lisa Swanson [mailto:melatar@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:00 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: For Better Integration of Cycling Improvements in
the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Lisa Swanson
3928 Illinois Avenue NW
Washington, DC 20011
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From: Claire Taylor [mailto:famucpa@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:57 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Claire Taylor
3343 7th Street SE
Washington, DC 20032

From: Kathryn Taylor [mailto:taylorkl@georgetown.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:25 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Kathryn Taylor
4427 Chesapeake St., NW
Washington, DC 20016



m-162

From: Walter Tersch [mailto:waltertersch@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 12:39 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a daily bicycle commter:
I am disappointed in the failure to meaningfully include
cycling improvements anywhere within the project study area,
except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.
No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you!

Walter Tersch
224 Adams St. NE
Washington, DC 20002

From: Martin Thomas [mailto:martinfthomas@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 12:21 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Martin Thomas
1921 Kalorama Rd NW #305
Washington, DC 20009
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From: Samuel Thomas [mailto:samuel.thomas12@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2011 11:29 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Samuel Thomas
4600 Connecticut Ave NW
726
Washington, DC 20008

From: J Edward Thurston [mailto:jethurst@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 1:52 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you,
Joe Thurston

J Edward Thurston
3226 Park Pl NW
Washington, DC 20010
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From: Susan Tiedemann [mailto:susan_tiedemann@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 2:09 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Susan Tiedemann
1012 C St NE
1012 C St NE
Washington, DC 20002

From: Phillip Troutman [mailto:troutfang@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2011 2:06 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: South Capitol Street FEIS - NOW is the time to design bike
access
Dear Mr. Dorsey:
I am forwarding below the letter composed by WABA, which I agree with
entirely, but I want to add that, as a cyclist who commutes to work
by bike from Virginia to DC and who rides regularly across all the
accessible Potomac River bridges (Chain, Key, Roosevelt, Memorial,
14th St., & Wilson), I really appreciate the connections that have
been built there over the years. We need the same kind of effort,
thought, and yes, some expense (thought I suspect not that much
expense) put into giving the same kind of bike access across the
Anacostia, especially with bike/pedestrian access connecting VA and
MD across the Wilson bridge--a loop w/ the city that would be
completed by bike accommodation across the Anacostia, and w/ nearby
development around the stadium, etc.
PLEASE take the time NOW to plan for this and make DC a better, more
liveable place.
WABA's letter, which I endorse:
As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to meaningfully
include cycling improvements anywhere within the project study area,
except on the bridge itself.
No bike lanes are created. They should be.
No cycletracks are included. They should be.
Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft" to
"preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the preferred
alternative.
No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the large and
complex oval and circle connections at the bridges. This must be
provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.
This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion of
Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred alternative,
as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that opportunity.
Please ensure that the project improves the entire study area--not
just the bridge--for cyclists by providing appropriately designed
facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Phillip Troutman
Assistant Professor of Writing,
The George Washington University

Phillip Troutman
7022 Jefferson Ave
Falls Church, VA 22042
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From: Mary Tucker [mailto:tucker2446@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:45 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Mary Tucker
Ward 1 Resident
Committed to Cycling for Transportation

Mary Tucker
1436 Ogden Street, NW
Washington, DC 20010

From: Jari Tuomala [mailto:jptuomala@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:48 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Jari Tuomala
1414 21st Street NW
Washington, DC 20036
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From: Samuel Turano [mailto:sam.turano@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 6:14 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Samuel Turano
1418 Shepherd St. NW
Washington, DC 20011

From: Richard VanMetter [mailto:vanmetter@starpower.net]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:49 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycle tracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Richard VanMetter
252 Walnut Street NW
Walnut Street NW
Washington, DC 20012
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From: Alyssa Vedia [mailto:alyssa.vedia@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 4:54 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.
 Alyssa Vedia

Alyssa Vedia
566 Foxhall Pl, SE
Washington, DC 20009

From: Kirsten Verclas [mailto:kay1623@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 12:15 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Kirsten Verclas
2445 15th Street NW
#306
Washington, DC 20009
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From: Alexandre Vermeire
[mailto:alexandre_vermeire@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:37 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Alexandre Vermeire
616 E Street NW
Apt 907
Washington, DC 20004

From: Shelley Vinyard [mailto:shelstah@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:24 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Shelley Vinyard
768 Quebec Pl. NW, Apt. A
Washington, DC 20010
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From: Vicky Vogl [mailto:vicky.vogl@verizon.net]
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2011 6:44 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Vicky Vogl
1751 Hobart ST NW
Washington, DC 20009

From: Grant Voigt [mailto:grant.voigt@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:18 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Grant Voigt
1414 Belmont Street NW APT 404
Washington, DC 20009
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From: Ariel Voorhees [mailto:ariel.voorhees@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 3:02 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Ariel Voorhees
New Hampshire Ave NW
Washington, DC 20011

From: Bridget Wagner [mailto:bridget.wagner@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:44 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.
Bridget Wagner
5th St. NE, Washington, DC

Bridget Wagner
939 5th St. NE
Apt B
Washington, DC 20002
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From: Eric Wagner [mailto:wagnerek@comcast.net]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:29 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: Need for Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a year-round bicycle commuter and also a recreational
cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to meaningfully
include cycling improvements anywhere within the project
study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.
No cycletracks are included. They should be. (Check out the
successful 15th Street cycletrack!)
Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.
No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.
This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

This is the opportunity to create connectivity and afford
people the chance to replace car trips with bicycle trips.
This is a goal that should be a top priority and not just an
afterthought.

Thank you.

Eric Wagner

Eric Wagner
18 West Uhler Avenue
Alexandria, VA 22301

From: Lisa Walker [mailto:LMWalker85@att.net]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 1:12 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself. I commute
this way several times a week.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Lisa Walker
350 G ST SW
Washington, DC 20024
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From: Jan Walwyn [mailto:thatsmysh@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 12:22 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Jan Walwyn
1349 C St NE
Washington, DC 20002

From: Drew Walter [mailto:drewwalter@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 2:09 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: Integration of Cycling Improvements in the South
Capitol Street FEIS
Mr. Dorsey:

I live at 70 I ST SE, and enjoy cycling in the area and over
to Anacostia. I strongly encourage you to include bicycle
access and safety improvements in all aspects of the South
Capitol Street FEIS, not just the bridge. DC is a wonderful
city to bicycle in, and this project will affect the "bike-
friendliness" of this area of DC for many, many years. Done
correctly, it will be a boon to this emerging neighborhood
and ensure access to parks and roads on the other side of the
river.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.

Drew Walter

Drew Walter
70 I ST SE APT 1003
Washington, DC 20003
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From: Robert Weingart [mailto:bobweingart@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:16 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Robert Weingart
1733 19th Street NW
Washington, DC 20009

From: Caron Whitaker [mailto:caronwhitaker@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:26 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: Please improve Bicycling options - South Capitol
bridge crossing
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Caron Whitaker
317 10th Street,  NE
#4
Washington, DC 20002
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From: John Whitler [mailto:john.whitler@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, May 07, 2011 5:36 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

John Whitler
3173 18th St NW
Washington, DC 20010

From: Evan Wilder [mailto:evan.wilder@ngs.org]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:55 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Evan Wilder
1145 17th st nw
room 872
washington, DC 20036
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From: Bernice Williams [mailto:foody2@verizon.net]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 1:00 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Bernice Williams
1300 BRYANT ST NE APT 3
1300 Bryant St NE Apt 3
WASHINGTON, DC 20018

From: Phil Williams [mailto:prpass@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2011 4:41 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a DC taxpayer and bicycle commuter living in the District
on Capitol Hill, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They must be.

No cycletracks are included. They must be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They must be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Phil Williams
152 12th St. SE
152 12th St., SE
Washington, DC 20003-1413
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From: Sheri Willoughby [mailto:stw_sf@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, May 05, 2011 10:42 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Sheri Willoughby
1718 P St NW #612
Washington, DC 20036

From: David Wilson [mailto:drdavewilson@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 12:11 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: Integration of Cycling Improvements in the South Capitol
Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

I am a cyclist who lives near Union Station, and who uses a bicycle
to reduce my auto driving to and from work, chores, etc. In addition
to using my own bike, I also participate in the Capital Bikeshare
program that your office supports.

Along with many other WABA members, I am disappointed in the failure
to meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.
No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft" to
"preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the preferred
alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the large and
complex oval and circle connections at the bridges. This must be
provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion of
Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred alternative,
as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study area--not
just the bridge--for cyclists by providing appropriately designed
facilities and connections.

Feel free to call me (202-543-6273) or e-mail me
(drdavewilson@yahoo.com) if I can clarify any of these comments, or
provide additional information.Thank you for soliciting my opinion.

Thank you.
David S. Wilson, PhD
329 F St NE
Washington DC
drdavewilson@yahoo.com

David Wilson
329 F St NE
Washington, DC 20002
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From: Hilary Woznica [mailto:hilary.woznica@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, May 07, 2011 6:12 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Hilary Woznica
617 19th St NE #1
Washington, DC 20002

From: David Wright [mailto:david.wright@erg.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:20 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

David Wright
1657 Park Rd NW Apt #1
Washington, DC 20010
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From: Philip Wright [mailto:pwright@brinjac.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:01 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Philip Wright
1109 O Street NW #401
Washington, DC 20005

From: David Wyman [mailto:dswyman1@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:05 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

David Wyman
1330 L St SE
WASHINGTON, DC 20003
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From: Charles Yeakey [mailto:chip.yeakey@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:22 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.
Charles Yeakey
Ward 4 Resident

Charles Yeakey
716 Taylor St NW
Washington, DC 20011

From: greg zahn [mailto:gregzahn@Zahndesign.net]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 10:57 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

greg zahn
1727 21st St NW
washington, DC 20009
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From: Lindsey Zamell [mailto:lindsh@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2011 11:39 AM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: I Demand Better Integration of Cycling Improvements
in the South Capitol Street FEIS
Dear Mr. Dorsey:

As a cyclist, I am disappointed in the failure to
meaningfully include cycling improvements anywhere within the
project study area, except on the bridge itself.

No bike lanes are created. They should be.

No cycletracks are included. They should be.

Several multi-use paths were deleted in the move from "draft"
to "preferred" alternatives. They should be returned to the
preferred alternative.

No provision has been shown for cyclist integration at the
large and complex oval and circle connections at the bridges.
This must be provided for the bridge to fulfill its goals.

This project presents an opportunity to make a large portion
of Southeast DC safer and more bike-friendly. The preferred
alternative, as described in the FEIS, fails to seize that
opportunity.

Please ensure that the project improves the entire study
area--not just the bridge--for cyclists by providing
appropriately designed facilities and connections.

Thank you.

Lindsey Zamell
535 shepherd st nw
Washington, DC 20011
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Comments Responses

Your support for the FEIS Preferred Alternative is noted.Cliff Roberts
4740 6th Street S.
Arlington, VA 22204

As a frequent user of the South Capitol Street Bridge,
I encourage its replacement and other improvements
to the corridor. The preferred alternative is well
thought out and appropriate.
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Comments Responses

You have been added to the project mailing list.Deana A. Rhodes-Khalil
DEA9989@yahoo.com
83 O Street, SW
Washington, DC 20024-4134

No comment provided.
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Comments Responses

DDOT is implementing its city-wide traffic management plan.
This plan is a collaboration of DDOT’s entire organization and
other regional agencies to ensure that all major projects are
coordinated in terms of traffic management and project
construction scheduling.

During final design of the South Capitol Street project and
project specific traffic management [plan will be developed
and coordinated with the city-wide traffic management plan.

Erik Anderson
ericanderson@hotmail.com
1244 Carrollsburg Place SW
Washington, DC 20024

In Chapter 4 regarding Environmental Consequences:
The FEIS states that during the construction of the new
on-ramp to I-395 from South Capitol Street, the old ramp
will be unavailable and traffic will be diverted to the I-
395 entrance on 12th Street, SW, with traffic routed
down Maine Avenue and M Street SW. It is not clear that
the FEIS took into account future construction projects
along the SW waterfront, including the Wharf
Construction, improvements to Maine Avenue SW, and
M Street, SW, and potential Streetcar constructions.
What are the time tables for construction of the I-395
on-ramp, and how does the plan integrate with these
other construction projects?  If traffic plans are based on
the current state, and not integrated with these other
projects, traffic for residents and commuters will be
impossible.
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Comments Responses

Right-of-way acquisition and business relocations will be
conducted in accordance with the Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970,
as amended, and DDOT right-of-way policies.

From: Mary Beth Abruzzo [mailto:mabruzzo@driggs.net]
Sent: Thursday, May 12, 2011 3:29 PM
To: Dorsey, Joseph (DDOT)
Subject: District of Columbia Environmental Impact Statement

To Whom it May Concern:

Recycled Aggregates, LLC is located in the city and is the sole based
manufacturer of crushed concrete products. We are a regulated business under
the authority of the D.C. Department of the Environment, Air Quality Control.

            We are located next to the proposed new span of the Frederick Douglas
Bridge on the west shore. We accept as our source of raw material the residual
waste concrete from the city road, bridge and tunnel projects and other jobs in the
city that generate waste concrete.

Our business takes in material that would otherwise be disposed or
used in their jurisdictions. This requires a much longer travel period. Our current
presence reduces truck travel cycle times. This dramatically reduces traffic
congestion, bridge crossings and the further emissions resulting from longer travel
times.

            Recycled Aggregates helps the District of Columbia meet its goals of
recycling of the waste stream generated within its jurisdiction.

            Under the current city zoning regulations, this facility cannot reasonably
relocate in the District of Columbia. The proposed methodology and sequence of
construction would unbearably burden our business with the potential
consequences of closing the facility.

Dave Cantwell

Mary Beth Abruzzo

Recycled Aggregates, LLC
1721 South Capitol Street, SW
Washington, DC 20003-3517
Phone:  202-554-1500, ext. 5479
Fax:  202-507-4677
mabruzzo@re-agg.com
www.re-agg.com
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Comments Responses

The property in question, the continuation of H Street from
New Jersey Avenue SE to South Capitol Street SE, is property
not currently in use as a travel route and is owned by private
entities and in use for non roadway related uses. The
development of these properties is outside of the purview of
the District Department of Transportation.
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Comments Responses

The width of the traffic oval is necessary to accommodate the
traffic flows and the 20-foot multi-use facility. Future uses of
the traffic oval space itself will be in accordance with NCPC
planning and policy documents. Utility accommodations,
including the traffic oval, will be addressed during the final
design of the South Capitol Street project.


